





Feb. 10, 1872. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 








The Office of this Journat and of the Weexiy RerorTer 
is now at 12, Cook’s-court, Carey-street, W.C. 





The Subscription to the Souicirors’ JouRNAL is—TZown, 26s., 
Country 28s.; with the WeEexuy Reporter, 52s. Payment 
in advance includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers 
can have their Volumes bound at the Ofice—eloth, 2s. 6d., 
half law calf, 4s. 6d. 

All Letters intended for publication in the“ Solicitors’ Journal” 
must be authenticated by the name of the writer, though not 
necessarily for publication. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with 
regularity in the Provinces, it is requested that application be 
made direct to the Publisher. 








Ohe Solicitors Journal. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 10, 1872. 
——_>—_-- 

TuE ‘“‘ Times” CORRESPONDENT telegraphed as fol- 
lows from Philadelphia on Thursday :— 

“ With respect to the Alabama case the American Govern- 
ment holds that the British Commissioners when negotiating 
the Treaty at Washington perfectly understood that conse- 
quential damages were claimed, and therefore it holds itself 
justified in presenting the claims now objected to. The 


Government will accept the arbitrators’ decision. If the | 


objectionable claims were not presented, and not directly 
pronounced upon, the American nation might complain that 
rovision had been made for a partial settlement only of the 
ifferences between the two countries, 
fore, are presented to secure a full settlement, which may 
reclude further disputes. The Government will not with- 
— any part of the case, but leaves everything to the 
arbitrators.” 


If this correctly represents the attitude of the Ame- 
rican Government, nothing will remain for the British 
Government but'to repeat that we do not leave to the 
arbitrators those ‘‘indirect claims” which we never 
agreed to refer; and if the American Government 
should persist in adhering to the construction of the 

reference which their case embodies, the arbitration 
must fall to the ground. There is not even room for 
argument upon the fact that the Washington Con- 
vention was accepted by the British Commissioners, 
and subsequently by the British Legislature and the 
British people, in the belief that its basis included 
the abandonment of those ‘‘ indirect claims’’ to which, 
as Mr. Gladstone has observed in the House of 
Commons, no people, with a spark of spirit or a 
fraction of the courage or traditions of the British 
people, would yield, even in the lowest depths of na- 
tional misfortune. It is difficult to understand the 
Goyernment of the United States as believing us to 
have entered the arbitration on the footing now 
asserted; but whether their present interpretation of 
the reference be bond fide or not, it will have, if per- 
sisted in, the effect of putting an end to the reference. 
Mr. Gladstone was right, of course, in saying that 
Great Britain never did and never would have con- 
sented to entertain claims so preposterous; but we 
are not so sure that he is right as to his view of the 
manner in which our statement should be couched. 
Mr. Gladstone seems to place in the first rank of 
importance the grammatical construction of the Treaty, 
affirming that it is xet ambiguous on the point m 
dispute; and subordinate to this he makes the point 
of the intention of the contracting parties. Surely 
these positions ought to be reversed. It is open to 
the Government to add to their statement of the 
intention of the reference, an argument that the 
language of the Treaty is restricted accordingly 

ough we ourselves think it hard to contend that 
t © Treaty is not ‘‘ambiguous”’); but the intention 
is the gist of the matter, and it is possible that a 


certain negligence of the phraseology of the Treaty 


The claims, there- | 


that the ‘‘ indirect claims” were openly and conclu- 
sively abandoned. 

It is somewhat amusing, by the way, to notice 
more than one hon. member taking our view, that a 
shrewd practising lawyer among the English Com- 
missioners would probably have prevented the mis- 
conception (or ostensible misconception) from arising. 















































THE TICHBORNE CasE has, it appears, produced 
another singular occurrence—viz., the retirement of 
one of a firm of solicitors from a case which still con- 
tinues to be conducted by the firm in which he is 
partner. In making any observations on this singular 
circumstance we may add that we have not the 
slightest intention of drawing any inference from or 
making any reflection upon the issue sub judice in the 
Tichborne case ; it would be highly improper in us to 
do anything of the kind. A barrister sometimes, 
though very rarely, ‘‘ throws up his brief” as Mr. 
Rose has endeavoured to throw up his retainer. It is 
the barrister’s duty in general to urge all that can be 
urged in favour of the party for whom he has 
been retained, but there are cases, though very 
rare ones, in which it becomes his duty to 
retire. The solicitor or attorney stands on a some- 
what different footing; he is under far less obligation 
than the barrister to continue his services, and he is 
far more liable to be brought in contact with cireum- 
| stances militating against his remaining in the case. 
But the singularity in the present occurrence is, that 
while one partner desired to withdraw, the others 
| resolved to continue. If Mr. Rose had withdrawn 
| from the firm at the same time, an order would have 
been made to change the attorneys, and the matter 
would have been simple; but as Mr. Rose remains in 
| the firm, we have the strange spectacle of the left 
| hand holding no complicity whatever with what the 
right-hand is doing. In a firm of commercial part- 
ners such an isolation would hardly be possible ; as 
against the outside world, the acts and contracts of 
the remaining partners would bind the one dissen- 
| tient, whereas, though the law may be the same as 
| to a partnership of solicitors, there is scarcely any 
| question of liabilities existing. The isolation is pos- 
| sible, but it must be extremely inconvenient. 
















































































































































































| THE FULL Court OF CRIMINAL APPEAL have recently 
| been occupied with an important question connected 
with the law of evidence, and affecting the competency 
of a prisoner as a witness on behalf of one of his co- 
defendants at the trial of an offence with which they 
have all been jointly charged. The question arose in 
the case of four men jointly charged with night poach- 
ing, and it was proposed to call one of them as a 
witness for another of the co-defendants. That he 
would have been incompetent at common law was 
admitted, but it was argued that under the provisions 
of Lord Brougham’s Evidence Act (14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 99, 
s. 2) he was competent. That section enacts that 
on any inquiry arising in any proceeding in any court 
of justice, the parties thereto and the persons in whose 
behalf any such proceeding may be brought or de- 
fended shall, except as thereinafter excepted, be com- 
petent and compellable to give evidence on behalf of 
either or any of the parties to that proceeding. 
Section 3 enacts that nothing in the Act contained 
shall render any person who in any criminal proceed- 
ing is charged with the commission of any indictable 
offence . . . competent orcompellable togive evidence 
for or against himself or herself . . . or shall in any 

criminal proceeding render any husband competent or 

compelinble to give evidence for or against his wife, 

or any wife competent or compellable to give evidence 

for or against her husband. 

Now it will be observed that the first of these 
sections is unqualified. Parties in all cases are made 
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seem that if the Act had contained no exception, 
prisoners would have been rendered competent and 
compellable witnesses. The effect of section 2, how- 
ever, is considerably cut down by section 3, which 
clearly prevents the direct interrogation of a prisoner. 
Does it also exclude one of several co-defendants from 
being called for or against another? According to 
Taylor on Evidence, vol. 2, p. 1155, 4th ed., such 
evidence is admissible, for it is not directly offered for 
or against the witness, but for or against a person 
jointly charged with him. The Court of Criminal 
Appeal have now authoritatively overruled the 
learned text-book writer, and on the very intelligible 
ground that the witness when once in the box might 
indirectly be rendered a witness against himself. 
They considered that the statute did not intend to 
alter by a side-wind the old rule of practice according 
to which a prisoner on his trial cannot be interrogated. 

This decision, it should be added, in no way affects 
those cases, in which one of two persons originally 
charged with a crime is admitted as an approver on 
behalf of the Crown. That course is legal and well 
recognised, and the approver may give evidence al- 
though no verdict has been given either for or against 
him and no noll, pros. has been entered. It has been 
adopted on many occasions. Our readers will recollect 
the recent case of Reg. v Winsor, tried at the Devonshire 
assizes, where the prisoner was charged with child 
murder. Ata previous trial the mother of the child 
was charged and tried jointly with Winsor, when the 
jury were discharged. On the second occasion the 
mother was not put upon her trial at all, but Winsor 
was given in charge to the jury alone, the mother 
being admitted as approver. The case subsequently 
came before the Court of Queen’s Bench and Ex- 
chequer Chamber on a writ of error in which the 
legality of discharging the jury on the first trial was 
raised. (L. R.1 Q. B. 289,390.) The admissibility of 
the mother as a witness was not fully argued. Indeed, 
on the writ of error as framed, it could not properly 
be raised at all. The Exchequer Chamber, however, 
pronounced a distinct opinion that the evidence of the 
approver was properly admitted, she not having been 
given in charge tothe jury. The difference between 
such a case and the one we are now discussing is 
obvious. In the former there was no joint trial. In 
the latter, one of the persons actually on his trial was 
sought to be called as a witness. 





DESTINATION OF FUND INEFFECTUALLY 
APPOINTED. 

Itmay seemat first sight singular thatthe destination 
of a fund under the above circumstances should depend 
on whether it was given to A. direct, or to somebody in 
trust for A. According to a text-writer of eminence, 
where there isa power to appoint part of a settled 
fund, the exercise of the power takes the part appointed 
entirely out of the settlement. Although, therefore, 
the beneficial interest init is not in terms immediately 
disposed of, yet there can be no resulting trust for the 
benefit of any person under the deed creating the 
power ; for where the principal of the fund is appointed, 
it must be considered as if it had never been comprised 
in the trust, because it is absolutely taken out of it b 
the execution of the power (Sugden on Powers, 8t 
cd. p. 467). In other words, ifthe donee of a general 

ower of appointment by will exercise it by appoint- 
ing the subject to trustees upon trusts which fail, or 
do not exhaust the fund, the surplus goes to the persons 
who would be entitled if it were the appointor’s own 
property, and not asin default of appointment (see 
Jarm. on Wills, 3rd ed. vol. 1, p. 651). Suppose, for 
instance, the donee of such a power to exercise it by 
appointing £1,000 to A. upon trust to pay £900 to B., 
end £1(€0 to C., and C. dies in the lifetime of the 
e]yointor; the £100 in either case is considered as 





having been made:part of the appointor’s own pro- 

rty, and goes accordingly ; whereas, if no trustee 
had een interposed, the surplus or the lapsed portion 
would go to the persons interested in default of ap- 
poi ntment. 

The reason of this important distinction is the re- 
sulting trust for the appointor which is held to arise in 
the former case. An appointment by will under a 
general power to A. in trust for B., operates as a good 
appointment in favour of A. If the beneficial interest 
lapse by the death of B., in the lifetime of the 
appointor, or otherwise, the trust is not thereby ex- 
tinguished, but there is a resulting trust for the ap- 
pointor himself. ; 

The above principle has been repeatedly recognised. 
In Chamberlain y. Hutchinson (24 Beay. 444) a lady 
had a general testamentary power of appointment 
over a fund, half whereof was limited in default of ap- 
pointment to A., and half to B. She appointed it by 
will to her executors, charging on it her debts and some 
legacies, and afterwards bequeathed the residue of her 
estate, including the appointed fund, to A, who died 
in her lifetime, so that the bequest to her lapsed, 
Under these circumstances it was argued that the fund 
wentas in defaultof appointment ; but the Master of the. 
Rolls, who treated it as a question of intention, thought 
that by appointing to her executors she had shewn an 
intention to make the fund her own property, and 
consequently, that it went to her next of kin as un- 
disposed of by her will. 

In Easum vy. Appleford (5 My. & Cr. 56), where a fund. 
was appointed to trustees, in pursuance of a general 
testamentary power, upon trust as to part thereof fora 
lady who died in the lifetime of the appointor, and 
whose interest in consequence lapsed, Lord Cotten- 
ham, upon the ground that the appointor clearly 
did not intend to make the fund in question part of her 
personal estate, held that the lapsed portion of the fund 
did not go by way of resulting trust to the next of kin 
of the appointor, but went as in default of appointment. 
And in Hoare v. Osborne (12 W. R. 661), where a mar- 
ried woman with a general testamentary power appointed 
the property to trustees upon trust for sale and conver- 
sion, and payment of her debts, and gave the residue in 
three shares, one of which lapsed, and another was for- 
feited, Vice-Chancellor Kindersley held that such shares. 
went as in default of appointment. 

In both the above cases the intention of the appointor 
was held to govern the destination of the property, 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley in the latter case resting: 
his decision principally on the fact that the appointor, 
being a married woman, had no power to dispose of any 
part of her property except by appointment, and was- 
not therefore to be considered as having attempted to 
make the property her own, Hvare v. Osborne, was 
decided on peculiar grounds ; and Hasum v. Appleford, 
though entitled to respect as a decision of Lord 
Cottenham, is not, as Vice-Chancellor James 
remarked in Brickenden v. Wiliiams (17 W. R. 441, 
L. R. 7 Eq. 310), quite consistent either with the opinion 
of Lord St. Leonards, quoted above, or with the de- 
cision in Chamberlain v. Hutchinson (sup,). At any 
rate, if the principle of the resulting trust is to deter- 
mine the destination of funds ineffectually appointed 
by way of trust, the intention of the appointor ought 
not to affect the question, inasmuch as the resulting 
trust for the appointor is the direct and necessary con- 
sequence of the failure of the trust upon which the 
fund was appointed. This view of the doctrine is for- 
tified by the recent case of Wilkinson v. Schneider (L. 
R. 9 Eq. 423, 18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 94). In Wilkinson v. 
Schneider, a lady possessing a general testamentary 
power of appointment over a fund, appointed it after 
the death of a tenant for life to two of her nieces abso- 
lutely. One of the nieces having died in her lifetime, 
Vice Chancellor James held that the share which 


lapsed in consequence of the niece’s death passed to the 
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next of kin of the testatrix, and not to the persons in- 
terested in default of appointment. ‘‘I do not think,” 
said the Vice-Chancellor, “‘it is really a question of in- 
tention at all. It is a question of resulting trust, if 
anything There is an absolute severance of the pro- 
perty. e property is appointed to B. & C., and 
taken away entirely from the settled fund, so far as the 
appointor can do so. Then B. and C. are trustees, 
Where is there any equity as between the persons in- 
terested in default of appointment and B. and C.?” 
But B. & C., of course, cannot keep it for themselves, 
so there must be a resulting trust for somebody, and for 
whom but the appointor himself? Wilkinson v. Schneider 
(sup.), was a case of lapse ; but the above reasoning 
equally a where the beneficial interest does not 
exhaust the fund. In Lefevre v. Freeland (24 Beav. 
403), the fund was appointed to A. and B. on certain 
trusts which did not exhaust it, and the Master of the 
Rolls decided that the surplus fell into the appointor’s 
residuary estate, and did not pass as unappointed. So, 
too, in Brickenden vy. Williams (sup.), the donee of the 
power appointed the whole fund to her executors, and 
gave legacies which did not exhaust the fund ; and it 
was held that as the fund was, by the appointment, all 
converted into her general personal estate, the un- 
exhausted portion belonged to her next of kin, and not 
to the persons entitled in default of appointment. 
Where, therefore, the donee of a general testa- 
mentary power of appointment over a fund gives it 
either expressly or by a general disposition under the 
Wills Act to his executors as trustees, they take the 
fund as part of his property; and as executors cannot 
(Danson v. Clarke, 15 Ves. 409) any more than trustees, 
take beneficially under such circumstances, it follows 
that they take the fund in trust, first to pay the debts, 
then the legacies, if any ; and if there be no legacies, or 
thelegacies fail, or there be a surplus after the legacies are 
pes, then in trust for the next of kin of the appointor. 
is principle, as we have seen, depends on the resulting 
trust. 
It was treated as settled by Vice-Chancellur Wickens 
in the very recent case of Re Davies’ Trusts (20 W. R. 
165), yet, according to the same learned judge, there is 
great difficulty in construing an appointment of, for 
instance, an equitable interest in a money fund to A., in 
trast for B., as differing frem an appointment of the 
sme fund to B. direct, and doubts, he adds, might be 
suggested as to the effect of such a gift, where A. died 
before the testator as well as B., or where there is an 
appointment, for example, in trust for B. for her separate 
use, with remainder to her children, no trustee being 
tamed, and there being no children. Perhaps in such 
cases the rule might be thought to apply that a trust 
shall not fail for want of a trustee. At all events we 
sc safely regard the principle as settled. 
Where, however, no trustee is interposed, but the 
tis to B. direct, and B, dies before the appointor, 
hough the gift, even under the old law, made the fund 
given assets for the payment of debts (Jenney v. Andres, 
6 Madd. 264), ae under statute 1 & 2 Vic., c. 26, 
8, 27, it is assets for the payment of legacies also (Ze 
Wilkinson, 17 W. R. 839, L. R. 4 Ch. 587), yet beyond 
this the gift has no operation. In Re Davies’ Trusts, 
(up.) the donee of a general power bequeathed the 
tesidue of her personal estate, after payment of her 
debts, to four persons, without the interposition of trus- 
tees, Two of them died in her lifetime. If trustees 
bad been interposed, it would not have been possible to 
guish the case from Wilkinson v. Schneider (sup.), 
but as the gift was a direct gift to the appointees, the 
Vice-Chancellor held that the lapsed shares went to the 
persons interested in default of appointment, instead 
of to the next of kin of the appointor. And in Bristow 
¥. Skirrow (18 W. R. 719, L. R. 10 Eq. 1) where a tes- 
t bequeathed a leasehold estate upon the same 
fusts as his wife should declare with respect to the 
position of her residuary personal estate by will, and 





in default of such disposition, or so far as the same 
should not extend, upon other trusts; and his widow 
gave the residue of her property, as to two thirds, for 
charitable purposes; the decision that two thirds 
of the leasehold property went to the persons entitled 
under her husband’s will in default of appointment is 
due, apparently, to the same consideration, viz,—that 
the gift was direct to purposes which failed. If the 
gift had been in trust for purposes which failed, it 
may be. presumed that her next of kin would have 
taken it, as part of her undisposed-of personal estate. 





THE IMMUNITY OF VICEROYS. 
[CoMMUNICATED. ] 

An important constitutional question was adjudicated 
upon in the Irish Court of Queen’s Bench last week. 
It will be recollected that in August last, whilst the 
Prince of Wales was in Dublin, a meeting in the 
Phoenix Park assembled for the purpose of advocating 
the release of the political prisoners, was forcibly dis- 
persed by the Dublin Metropolitan Police, several 
persons being injured by them. At that time public 
feeling ran high ; and it was asserted that no notifica- 
tion emanating from the Executive as to the supposed 
illegality of their proceedings had been given to the 
public before force was resorted to; it appeared, how- 
ever, when the matter was mentioned in Parliament, 
that a notice signed by the secretary of the Board of 
Public Works, who had by statute certain powers over 
the Pheenix Park, Aad appeared, prohibiting the meet- 
ing, which notice had been either unnoticed or disre- 
garded. Mr. Sullivan, the proprietor of the Natin 
newspaper, who was one of the persons hurt by the 
police, brought his action in the Court of Queen's 
Bench in Ireland for assault, naming as defendants the 
Lord Lieutenant, the Under-Secretary for Ireland, 
Colonel Lake, the Chief Commissioner of Police, and 
John Hawe, Superintendent of Police ; and on Wednes- 
day, January 24, the Attorney-General for Ireland, 
instructed by the Crown and Treasury solicitor, 
moved the Court that the name of the Lord Lieutenant 
should be struck out of the writ of summons and plaint, 
and all further proceedings against him in the action be 
stayed. The motion was grounded upon the affidavit 
of the said Under-Secretary, Mr. Bucks. This affi- 
davit stated that his Excellency was duly appointed in 
1868, and still continued “ the Deputy of the Queen in 
Ireland, and Lord Lieutenant-General and General 
Governor of Ireland,” that he “ was informed by his 
Excellency, and believed, that he (the Lord Lieutenant) 
did not in person commit any of the acts complained 
of, and that said acts were only constructively charged 
against his Excellency ; that he, deponent, had officially 
brought under the attention of his Excellency an 
advertisement which appeared in the Freeman’s Journal 
of August 5, 1871, summoning a monster meet- 
ing to assemble in the Phenix Park on the follow- 
ing day, to advocate the release of the political prisoners 
confined in England.” The affidavit went on to say that 
his Excellency after consultation with him “thereupon 
officially gave to me, as such under-seeretary as afuresaid, 
and in my official capacity, his Excellency’s command that 
if there was alanful right to prevent such meeting being 
held in the Phenix Park such right ought to be exercised,” 
. . . that this was the only command given to depo- 
nent ; ‘‘ but his Excellency directed me to communi- 
cate his said command to his chief secretary, and left it 
to me (as such under-secretary, and as was my duty as 
such under-secretary) to see that his Excellency’s said 
command should be duly effected and carried out; and I 
say, that as such under-secretary as aforesaid, and not 
otherwise, I took the proper steps to have the said order 
obeyed and effectuated. I further say that the action 
is not brought against his Excellency for, or in reference 
to, any act, command, or direction of his Excellency 
done or given, or caused to be done or given, in his 
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private or personal capacity, but solely for alleged 
wrongs and injuries alleged to have been committed and 
done by members of the Metropolitan Police on the 
6th of August last, in preventing the holding in the 
said Park of the said meeting, and which alleged wrongs 
and injuries (if in fact they or any of them were com- 
mitted) were not in any wise (as his Excellency has 
informed me and I believe) commanded, ordered, or sanc- 
tioned by his Excellency, save as hereinbefore appears.” 
; ‘*¢ And I say, that his Excellency gave his said 
command as such deputy of the Queen and Lord Lieu- 
tenant of Ireland, and solely in his ofticial character and 
position as such, and as an act of state, and as head of 
the Executive Government of Ireland.” 

After a lengthened argument the Court (the Lord 
Chief Justice and Messrs. Justice O’Brien and Fitz- 
Gerald) granted the motion, holding that the action, so 
far 2s it applied to the Lord Lieutenant, was brought 
for an * act ef state;” and that no action could be 
maintained against him in the country where he exer- 
cised authority for such anact. In giving their judg- 
ment, the Court recognised the authority of the case of 
Luby vy. Lord Wodehouse, 17 Irish Com. Law. Rep., 
where an action brought by one Luby, then an untried 
political prisoner, against the then Lord Lieutenant 
of Ireland, for seizure of his goods, &c., was stayed by 
the Court of Common Pleas upon motion, without 
putting the Lord Lieutenant to his plea. 

The point is a novel one. Mr. Herbert Broom, 
in his valuable work on Constitutional Law (1866) 
in his note to the leading case of Hill v. Bigge 
3 Moo. P. C. C. 465), considered the law concern- 
ing the liability, civil or criminal, of the governor 
of a colony or dependency, as settled (page 650). Be- 
fore the volume had left the printer’s hand, the report 
of the case of Luby vy. Lord Wodehouse appeared in the 
newspapers, which qualified the positions laid down in 
the text, and a note thereof is inserted by Mr. Broom 
in his preface. The full report of that case has 
since appeared in the 17th volume of the Irish Common 
Law Reports, and its authority has been again affirmed 
by the decision of the Irish Queen’s Bench above refer- 
red to. It will be observed, however, upon a careful 
examination of these two Irish cases, that Mr. Broom’s 
summary of the resultof the authorities (page 638), 
where le says, ‘It is now clearly established that the 
governor of a dependency is liable both civilly and 
eriminally for his conduct in such government,” has not 
been impeached ; for all that these cases decide is that 
an Irish Court is not the place to try an action against 
the Lord Lieutenant for an “art of state.” The portion of 
the decision in these cases which is novel and strong, 
refers to a matter not considered by Mr. Broom—viz.: 
that the Lord Lieutenant is entitled to have the action 
stayed upon a summary motion, without being put to 
his plea of privilege under the commission as Lord Lieu- 
tenant ;and in arriving at thisconclusion in both these 
cases, the Court acted upon the decision of Lord Avon- 
more in the case of Napper Tandy v. Lord Westmorland, 
as appearing in the order-book of the Irish Common 
Pleas, a case the only published report of which (State 
Trials) was stated by Lord Brougham when delivering 
the judgment of the judicial committee of the Privy 
Councilin Hilly. Bigge (ubi sup.), to be unsafe to rely 
upon, and as ascribing dicta to the Court with which 
it was “ impossible to concur.” 





—_—_ a 


RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Directors’ IMPLIED OBLIGATION TO TAKE THE NUMBER 
O¥ SHARES NYCESSARY YOR A QUALIFICATION, 
Re Great Oceanic Telegraph Company, Harward’s case, 
V.CM., 20 W. RB. 84, 
We collected the cases on this subject about a year 
ago (15 8,3. 192), The general truth of the proposition 
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there deduced—viz., that a director cannot be heard in g 
court of equity to say that he does not hold the numb 
of shares necessary for a qualification, is quite borne oy, 
by this case, which was the common one of a gentleman 
allowing his name to appear in the prospectus, and after. 
wards attending board meetings. By so doing he clearly 
assented to become a director, or more accurately, was 
estopped from saying that he did not assent to become 
director; and entered into an implied agreement to take 
the number of shares necessary for qualification, of 


which as adirector, he must be presumed to have know. | 


ledge. The authority of the Marquis of Abercorn's case 
(10 W. R. 548, 4 D. F. J. 78), has been a good deal nar. 
rowed by subsequent decisions, such as Henderson v. Royat 
British Bank (5 W. R. 286, 7 E. & B. 356), with regard 
to the result of holding oneself forth to the world as 
a shareholder, in the event of a winding-up ensuing ; 
and it may perhaps be thought that the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls in the Marquis of Abercorn’s case (1) 
W. R, 451), was sound—namely, that his assenting to bea 
director put him on inquiry as to the obligations of a dj- 
rector, and barred his plea of ignorance. Avwstin’s cas 
(14 W. R. 1001, L. R. 2 Ex. 435) was decided on the 
ground of Mr. Austin’s prompt repudiation of the office, 
and only after much hesitation, there being some donbt 
whether there was ever a concluded agreement with him 
to become adirector. The fact of a man’s name being 
advertised as a director of a company does not make him 
a director, unless it appear that his name was advertised 
with his consent, but if, as in Harward’s case, he after. 
wards attends a board meeting in the character of a 
director, that is ground for presuming that the advertise- 
ment had his sanction, and he will be liable in the event 
of a winding-up for all the consequences flowing from 
the acceptance of the office. 





COMMON LAW. 
HIGHWAY.—HIGHWAY AcTs 1834 and 1864. 
Marshall vy. Ulleswater Steam Navigation Company, Q.B.» 
20 W. R. 144. 

Queen v. Richmond, J.J., Q. B., 20 W. R. 203. 
Vestry of St. Mary, Newington, v. Jacobs, Q.B., 20 W.R. 
249 L. R. 7 Q. B. 47. 

These three cases may conveniently be mentioned to- 
gether. The first illustrates the position that a person 
who interposes a permanent erection between the public 
and their use of a public highway, cannot complain if 
in order to use the highway, they go over what he has 
so placed in their path. The plaintiff in the present case 
sought todistinguish the case from that of Hastern Counties 
Railway Company v. Dorling, 28L. J. C. P. 202, 7 W. B. 
C. L. Dig. 60, on the ground that the defendants had 
themselves erected upon his land the pier the use of which 
by their passengers he now complained of ; but his very 
complaint answered him, for if he treated this as his own 
for the purpose of suing the defendants in trespass, he wae 
maintaining the obstruction (for the erection of which 
he had already recovered damages), and was therefore 
in the same position as if he had built it himself. 

In Reg. v. Richmond, J.J., aconstruction was put upoa 
the 51st section of the Highway Act, 1864. That section 
prohibited under a penalty any encroachment within 
fifteen feet of the centre of any public carriage-way, 
“notwithstanding that the whole space of fifteen fee 
from the centre of such carriage-way has not been maia- 
tained with stones or other materials used in forming 
highways.” The question was as to the object with 
which the last clause was introduced, The respondents 
said thatit was fntended to do away with the effect of 
the decision of Maule, J. in vans v. Oakley, 1 Car. & K. 
125 (under the then existing Act) that the encroachment 
must be upon the highway ; the appellants said that 
was to meet the absurd difficulty which had ocourred ia 
Chapman v, Robinson (7 W, BR, 12,1 E, & E, 25), where 
the Court found itself compelled by the 63rd section of 
5 & G Will. 4. . 50, to hold that the offence must be com- 
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mitted on the metalled road. The Court decided in favour 
of the latter view, which seems to have everything in its 
favour. To have decided otherwise, would have been to add 
land to the highway without making compensation. But 
what seems conclusive is,that in the 51st section of the 
highway Act, 1864, ‘‘ notwithstanding”’ is followed by 
precisely the words used in the 63rd section of 5 & 6 
Will 4,c. 50, and which created the difficulty in Chap- 
man v. Robinson. 

The third case ( Vestry of St. Mary, Newington,v. Jacobs) 
illustrates the right of the adjoining or dedicating owner 
to go into the public way from any part of his land (see 
A. G. v. Conservators of Thames, 11 W. R. 166). The 
respondent had warehouses opening on to the highway, 
into which he had occasion from time to time to carry 
heavy goods over the footpath. It was objected that 
this caused a stoppage, and he offered at his own expense 
to lay down a pitched cart-way across the footpath. But 
this being rejected, he wheeled in his goods across the 
footpath, breaking the flags. The Court held that he 
was justified in what he had done, his use not substan- 
tially interfering with the use of the road by the public, 
and that “the provisions of the Highway Acts and the 
Metropolis Local Management Acts, so far as they 
apply to roads or streets, are subordinate to the paramount 
right reserved by the owner” of using his land in any 
way not inconsistent with the purpose for which he had 
dedicated it. 

FORFEITURE FOR PIRAcy. 

The Telegrafo, P.C., 20 W. R. 242,L. R. 3 P. C. 673. 

In this case the Court have held that the rule as to 
forfeiture of goods on the ground of piracy is similar to 
that which prevails in other cases of forfeiture for crimes, 
and that the property is not altered before conviction, A 
bond fide purchaser, therefore, for value without notice, 
before conviction, of a ship which had committed an act 
of piracy, was held entitled to retain his purchase against 
the claim of the Crown. Indeed, the effect of the passage 
cited by the Court from Bacon’s Ab.“ Piracy,” lays down 
that attainder is necessary to vest the pirate’s goods in the 
Crown. This is not the ordinary rule; which forfeits 
goods upon conviction, and lands upon attainder; but the 
Court took no notice of the distinction, nor in the present 
case was it necessary to do so. 


UNBORN CHILDREN. 
The “ George and Richard,” Ad., 20 W. R. 245. 


If any authority was wanted to establish that an un- 
born child is within Lord Campbell’s Act, for the purpose 
of being entitled, on coming into existence, to compensa- 
tion for the death of his father, the want is here supplied. 
As Sir R. Phillimore observed, it was plainly implied by 
the language of Coleridge, J., in Blake v. Midland 
Railway Company (18 Q. B. 93), and the decision is only 
in accordance with the numerous instances in which 
after-born children have been held entitled to equal rights 
with those in full life. The general question was 
examined by Lord Westbury in Basson v. Blasson (13 
W. R. 118). where his Iordship adopted the rule quoted 
by him from Voet, Fictione tamen juris pro jam natis 
habentur quoties de ipsorum commodo agitur; a rule 
which had been previously laid down by Buller, J., in 
Doe v. Clark (2 H. Bl. 401) in these words, “It seems 
indeed now settled that an infant en ventre sa mere shall 
be considered, generally speaking, as born for all purposes 
for his own benefit.” 


== 
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REVIEWS. 
City of London Directory for 1872. 
Collingridgo. 


We noticed in our impression of March 25th last year, the 
first appearance of the * City of London Directory.” We 





London: W. H. & L. 


ve now before us tho issue for the prosent your, which ! 





bears marks of having been thoroughly revised. The Law 
Directory is further improved, and much care has evidently 
been bestowed on this part of the work. All the City im- 
provements during the past year are marked in the map, and 
the name of every street, court, or turning, in clear lettering. 
In the Public Companies section, the dividends declared up 
to January 13 are inserted. The book will form a very 
pcr one to solicitors, especially those having a City con- 
nection. 








COURTS. 
COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Master OF THE Rotts.) 
Feb. 8.—Re Bowen, a Solicitor. 
Practice—Tazation. 

This was a motion to discharge the common order to tax 
for irregularity. 

Last autumn Mr. William Saben, of Stone, a solicitor. 
applied to Mr. William Bowen, a solicitor of Stafford, on 
the subject of some old deeds, which had come into Mr. 
Bowen’s possession as the plaintiff's solicitor in a suit of 
Smith v. Wright, and requested Mr. Bowen to search for 
and furnish him with a schedule of such deeds, offering to 
pay Mr. Bowen for his trouble. Mr. Bowen made the 
search and furnished the schedule and sent in a bill for 
£10 7s. Mr. Saben having obtained the common order 
to tax, 

Cracknell, for Mr. Bowen, now moved to discharge the 
order for irregularity. He contended that Mr. Saben had 
not been employed in a professional character, and that 
Mr. Saben’s remedy was by plaint in the county court, as 
in the case ofa servant. He referred to Allen v. Aldridge, 
5 Beav. 401. 

Waller, for Mr. Saben. 

Lord Romy, M.R., thought that Mr. Bowen had been 
employed in a professional character. He had been em- 
ployed to search for deeds, and that was strictly within the 
province of a solicitor, and must be paid for as such. 

Motion refused with costs. 

Solicitors, G. F. Cooke; Edwin Smith. 

COURTS OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Lrxeoin’s Inn Frenps. 

(Before the Hon. W. C. Sprive-Rice, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Jan. 27. —Appointment of receiver—Afidavit of fitness. 
In a case which came before the Court this morning. appli- 

cation was made under liquidation proceedings for the ap- 

pointment of a receiver, the affidavit of the fitness of the 
person sought to be appointed being made by the clerk of 
the solicitor to the petition. 

Registrar Sprinc-Rice declined to make the appointment 
upon an affidavit of fitness by the solicitor’s clerk, but 
intimated that the affidavit could be made by the solicitor 
himself. 


(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Jan, 31.—Re Williams, 

An affidavit in support ef an application for the appointment 
of @ receiver must not be sworn before the debtor's solicitor, 
Mr. Scarth (solicitor) applied under a petition for liquida- 

tion for the extension of an injunction granted a week since 

restraining further proceedings by creditors. 

Mr. Lind (solicitor), for one of the creditors sought to 
be restrained, raised a preliminary objection to the hearing 
of the application, on the ground that the affidavit in sup- 
port of the order for the appointment of a receiver was 
sworn before the debtor's own solicitor. 





The RearsTRar said he remembered a similar point being 
argued before the commissioners, of whom Bacon, C. J., was 
then one, and in an exceptional case the affidavits were 
received, but special circumstances must exist to justify the 


departure from the rule that affidavits sworn before the 
solicitor of a party to the cause were not admissible, 

Mr. Scarru : In country cases very great difficulties may 
exist in finding a commissioner. 

The RrerstrRan:—That difficulty cannot arise here, 
because an officer of the Court is specially appointed before 
whom affidavits are to be sworn, 

Doria, as amicus cwria, mentioned a case (not reported) 
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before the Lord Justices, where the objection was overruled, 
but, 

E. C.Wiilis, also as amicus curic, cited re Hogan, 3 Atkyns, 
813, and Ex parte Gregg, Re Prance, 18 W. R. 589, L. R.9 
Eq. 137, as authorities for the disallowance of such affidavits 
except under very special circumstances. 

The Recistrar. —In the cases cited by Mr. Willis, the 
general rule that affidavits cannot be sworn before the 
solicitor having the conduct of the proceedings, seems to 
have been recognised. The judges in the common law 
courts do not receive affidavits so sworn, and the ruie is the 
same in Chancery. In the present case, the injunction cannot 
be continued, except as to the creditors who do not appear, 
but upon a fresh affidavit being filed an interim injunction 
may be allowed ir order that short notice of motion may be 
given. 


Dewspury. 
Jan. 25.—Re FE. Heiliwell, ex parte J. Helliweil. 
(Before Serjeant Tixpat Arxryson, Judge.) 

A petition in liguidation, ending in composition with ereditors 
which has been duly carrved out under the provisions of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, part vii.,is not an act of bankruptey, 
nor also is anassigniment of the whole of the debtor’s effects? 
mad: for the purpose of raising the money to pay the composi- 
tion, which was in fact paid by such means, an act of bank- 
ruptcy. 

Mr. Carter, Leadenhall-street, London, for the petition- 
ing creditors and trustee in bankruptcy. 

Mr. Pullan, Leeds, for James Helliwell, the assignee of 
the debtor's effects. 


The facts and authorities are fully set out in the following 


by way of motion made on behalf of the petitioning cre- 

, James Harrison Paul and Howard Douglas Williams 

for an order to compel one James Helliwell, the uncle of the 
bankrupt, to forthwith deliver up to the trustee of the 
erty of the bankrupt an account in writing, verified by 
javi and effects of the bankrupt taken 

i to him, James Helliwell, under a 


lth November, 1870, and that the said 

ll shall within a short time to be named by 
rer up to the said trustee all such estate and 

re been sold, collected, or converted 

lastly, that he is to be ordered to 


said trustee all such moneys and debts so received 
r him, together with the proceeds of all such 
as may have been so sold, realised, or con- 


so far as they are material to 

se are, that previous to the 7th 

the bankrupt. Edward Helliwell, was in 

ircumstances, and petitioned the Leeds Bank- 

h of October, under the 125th section of 

1469, for liquidation by arrangement 

ich petition containing, according to the 

ion that the petitioner was unable to pay 

“Aing of the creditors, pssst by 

he 26th of October, 1870, and the statu- 

reditors present passed a resolution 

in the pound, payable at three and 

he list, amounting to £8,544 9s, 9d. 

2 accepted in satisfaction of the debts, and that the 

y of James Helliwell should be accepted for such com- 

On the 7th of November this resolution was duly 

, and one John Routh appointed by the creditors 

r trustee for the receipt and distribution of the com- 

n, when paid, upon the statement of assets required 

be furnished by Edward Helliwell, under the head of 
consignments, to the present petitioners, Paul, Williams & 
(so, after stating that they held goods belonging to him 
amoanting to £1,4437,0n which certain advances had been 
mate, and that «eum of £244 may be expected to be realised 
in favour of hia estate. At this time James Helliwell, 
z whom the motion is made, was an unsecured 
cromitor for £1,925. He had offered, and the creditors had 
accepted, his guarantee for the payment of the composition 
A 4s, in the pound, amounting to £1,706 184,, and on the 
lth A November, two days before tho registration of the 
worth resclation, a deed of assignment was executed by 
VAward Halliwell, emveving the whole of his estate and 
Mets ws dames Helliwell, under which possession was taken 


+ 





by him; he afterwards, according to the terms of the rego.. 
lution, duly paying the sum he had guaranteed. The deed 
recites the fact of Edward Helliwell having petitioned the 
court for the liquidation of his affairs by arrangement, or 
composition, the resolutions passed by the creditors to. 
accept 4s. in the pound in discharge of their claims, amount. 
ing to £8,544, and that, in consideration of such guarantee 
having been given by Jas, Helliwell, and the payment 
of the sum required, he, Edward Helliwell, assigns absolutely 
to him all his estates and effects, of every kind whatsoever, 

On these facts it was contended, on behalf of the claimants 
in this case, that the declaration contained in the petition 
for liquidation filed by Edward Helliwell, that he was un. 
able to pay his debts was an act of bankruptcy, and that 
James Helliwell having had notice of this, as the recital in 
the deed of assignment shews he had, it wasa contract and 
dealing with respect to the disposition of property by the 
bankrupt James Helliwell, which, even if made in good faith, 
and for valuable consideration, was invalid, having been 
made at the time when he, James Helliwell, had notice of 
an act of bankruptcy. And it was also farther contended 
that, supposing that the statement in the petition for liquid. 
ation was not an act of bankruptcy, the conveyance by 
Edward Helliwell of all his estates and effects was in itself 
such, and having been committed within twelve months 
from the date of the adjudication, there was relation back 
under section 11 for twelve months, and the assignment of the 
18th November was brought within the second sub-section 
of section 6, and was an act of bankruptcyas being a fraud. 
ulent preference having the effect to delay creditors. 

Withreferencetothe first point—viz., was the declaration of 
inability to pay his debts contained in Edward Helliwell’s 
petition for liquidation, an act of bankruptcy ?—I am 
clearly of opinion that upon the facts in this case it was not; 
The case of Re Jones, 14 S. J. 375, no doubt decides 
that such a petition wasan act of bankruptcy, but then the 
creditors resolved that the affairs of the petitioner should 
not be liquidated by arrangement, and presented a petition 
under section 6, praying that the debtor might be adjudicated 
a bankrupt, alleging that the debtor had filed a petition ac- 
cording to form 106,which contained an allegation that he 
was unable to pay his debts. The chief judge held that the 
rule 267 was decisive on the question, as under that rule 
the Court, in the event of any neglect on the part of the 
creditors to pass a resolution that the debtor's affairs should 
be liquidated by arrangement, might, on the application of 
any creditor, make an order of adjudication oa direct the 
bankruptcy to be proceeded with. But it must be observed 
that the present case differs materially from that, inasmuch 
as here the composition has been accepted by the creditors, 
has been sanctioned by the Court, and has become in law 4 
perfected transaction; the registration of the resolutions, 
in the absence of fraud, being conclusive, that all the requi- 
sitions of the Act in respect of such resolutions have been 
complied with. It appears tome that the language of the 26th 
section, part 7, of the Bankruptcy Act was framed expressly 
to meet the case of a debtor, who, by accident or misfortune, 
had fallen into difficulties, and who, by satisfying his 
creditors that he was acting with good faith in the distribu- 
tion of his assets, and that the costs of a bankruptcy. would 
be avoided by the acceptance by them of a composition. 
such a case they might resolvethat without any proceedings 
in bankruptey, such composition should be accepted in satis- 
faction of the debts due to them fromthe debtor. Proceedings 
in bankruptey are, therefore, by the resolutions passed an 
registered in this case, expressly excluded, and if I were 
to hold that any step taken in the preliminary stages, such a8 
filing this petition in liquidation, was an act of Levis 
I should, in my own view of the scope and object o 
section, be acting in direct contravention of the statute. T 
am, therefore, clearly of opinion that the first point—that 
an act of bankruptcy available for adjudication, commit 
by Edward Helliwell on the 7th October, 1870, contended for, 
fails. 

Then as to the assignment of the 10th of November, 


which conveyed toJames Helliwell the whole of theassignor’s- 


property, being an act of bankruptcy under section 4, 
sub-section 2, as being a fraudulent conveyance, 1 
delivery or transfer of tho debtor's property, Iam of opinion 
that in this transaction no fraud was committed or contem- 
lated either by James Halliwell or by Edward Helliwell. 
The consideration for the advance of the composition 4 
the recital of the then ponding procecdings in the Le 
Bankruptey Court, which are all fully sot out in the 
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ion also having followed out, and no concealment 
a been used, there is, as it seems to me, a complete 
absence of any circumstance which would bring it within 
143 Elizabeth, cap. 5, as being a fraudulent deed or alienation, 
having for its immediate object to defeat creditors. The 
cases of Rose v. Haycock, 1A. & E. 460, Pannell v. Reynolds, 
11 C. B. N. 8. 709, Mercer v. Peterson, L. R. 3 Ex. 106, 15 
W. R. 1179, Lomax v. Burton, 19 W. R. 441, establish 
that a bond fide sale by a trader of the whole of his effects 
for an equivalent which is paid toa bankrupt, and with 
which he may deal, is not an assignment within the rule 
which makes an assignment an act of bankruptcy, where it 
necessarily puts it out of the power of the bankrupt to con- 
tinue his trade. And in a late case Re Colemere, 
14 W. R. 318, an assignment by a trader of all his 
property as security for an advance of money, which he 
afterwards applied in payment of existing debts, was held 
not necessarily fraudulent within the meaning of the Bank- 
ruptcy Acts. In order to make such an assignment fraudu- 
lent, the lender must be aware that the borrower’s object 
was to defeat or delay his creditors, and such an assignment 
cannot be an Act of Bankruptcy, unless it is also void as 
‘being fraudulent. But how can: it be -said that there was 
any intention here to defeat or delay creditors when, by the 
proceedings under the composition, they were to have dis- 
tributed equally among them the money realised by the as- 
signament ? Upon the whole facts, I am of opinion that this 
was a dealing with the property of Edward Helliwell by 
James Helliwell in good faith and for valuable consideration, 
that it was not done to defeat or delay creditors, and was not 
an act of bankruptcy available for siielladion and.that the 
motion must be dismissed with costs. 
Notice of appeal was given on behalf of Messrs Paul, 
Williams & Co. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
Es. 
(Before W. Runner, Esq., Judge.) 
Jan. 9.—Langridge v. Morris and Others. 
Fees of Clerks of the Peace. 
Deposit of Parliamentary Plans.—7 Will. IV. and 1 Vict. 


ce. 88.—11 and 12 Vict. c. 43. 

Clerks of the Peace held not entitled to charge fees on the 
deposit of plans, deposited with them in compliance with the 
standing orders of Parliament. 

Mr. William Kirby Johnson Langridge, clerk of the peace 
for the county of Sussex, brought an action to recover from 
‘the firm of Messrs. Ashurst, Morris and Co., solicitors, of 
Abingdon-street, London, the sum of £4 4s. balance of fees 
alleged to be due to him on deposit of plans, &c., of the 
Brighton Tramways and Sea Wall Company, and of the 
Brighton, Eastbourne and London Railway, deposited in 
accordance with the standing orders of the Houses of Par- 
liament. 

Merrifield for the plaintiff, in opening the case, explained 
that his client’s fees on the deposit of the documents in ques- 
tion, were six guineas, but the sum of £2 2s, having been 
paid by the defendants, £1 1s. in respect of each set, the 
amount now claimed was the balance, viz., £4 4s. Having 
teferred to the Acts of Parliament, 7 Will. IV and 1 Vict. c. 
$3, which required that the clerk of the peace should receive 
‘these documents, counsel observed that in the year 1848 
another Act (11 & 12 Vict. c. 43) was passed in which a 
clause (sec. 30) was introduced, authorising tho justices in 
uarter sessions to settle the table of foes to be paid to the 

lerk of the peace. In pursuance of the provisions of this 
act the table of fees ho hold in his hand was certified by the 
court of quarter sessions and sent up to the Secretary of 
tate, by whom it was duly confirmed. In this table provi- 
Sion was made for the clerk of the peace taking the fees in 
question. He also proposed to prove that the clerk of the 
— had always received foos for doouments deposited with 

m, and, therefore, that he had had feos of the same sort as 

thoso now claimed. When tho plans in question were de- 

ted, the usual fee of £3 3s. was asked in each case, but 

© person depositing thom said ho was instructed to offer only 

one guinea, and that sum was paid in both instances. Now 

what he (Mr. Merrifield) contended was, that if the clerk of 

© peace was ontitled to anything ho was ontitled to the fee 
the justices had ruled. 

Wood Hilt, tor tho defondants, said his clients did not 
Admit that the £2 29, wore paid to Mr. Langridge in the 
way of foes, they wore paid to him simply as a gratuity. 





Merrifield was proceeding to call evidence to prove that it 
had always been the custom to demand fees such as those 
now sued for, when— 

Wood Hill said he must contend that such evidence was 
not admissible, inasmuch as the Acts bearing on the matter 
had been enacted only in recent years,and therefore evi- 
dence of custom could not apply. 

Mr. Furner held, however, that such evidence might be 
taken, and Mr. Langridge the plaintiff, and Mr. Mills, his 
head clerk, were then examined on the point, and gave evi- 
dence that within their memory fees had always been de- 
manded and paid for all documents deposited, with the exe 
ception of Friendly Societies’ rules. 

Mr. Benjamin Cooke, another clerk in Mr. Langridge’s 
office, was called, and proved demanding the fusual fee of 
£3 38s. upon the deposit of the documents relating to each 
scheme. 

Wood Hill, in arguing the case for the defendants, sub- 
mitted that plaintiff had no case, inasmuch as neither the 
court of quarter sessions nor the Secretary of State had 
any power whatever to authorise any fees of thiskind. He 
pointed out that the Home Secretary, in certifying the 
table of fees in question, had carefully himself 
from in any degree prejudicing the question of the legality 
of the same by the note he had put at the bottom, “ Pro- 
vided always that anything herein contained is not contrary 
to the provisions of any Act of Parliament now or here- 
after to be passed. His Honour, therefore, in deciding the 
present claim, was left quite unfettered by any decision or 
order of quarter sessions, and the simple point he had to 
decide was whether this fee could be legally demanded at 
all. He would point out that the Act (7 Will. 4, and 1 
Vict. c, 83) compelled clerks of the peace to take the 
custody of such documents as were directed to be deposited 
with them under the standing orders. Before this Act was 
passed they were not bound to receive such documents, the 
standing orders not having the force of an Act of Parlia- 
ment, and it was clear that they would not receive them 
before this Act was passed. Why would they not receive 
them, but for the fact that they did not get paid for so 
doing? The Act in question not only provided that these 
documents should be deposited with the clerk of the peace, 
but it also said they should be deposited with parish clerks, 
schoolmasters, and postmasters, the intention being to give 
the public every opportunity of inspecting the bills to be 
introduced to Parliament. The Act distinctly omitted to 
provide for any remuneration for [the mere receiving and 
retaining of these documents, but the second section 
provided that certain fees were to be paid by persons inspect- 
ing and copying extracts from the same. The fact of fees 
being directed to be paid in the one case, and not in the 
other, conclusively indicated that it was not the intention 
of the Legislature that fees should be taken where they 
were not provided for. Moreover, there was a section which 
absolutely imposed a fine upon the clerk of the peace, if he 
did not receive these documents, which would of itself 
seem to point to the conclusion that he was not to receive 
remuneration for this duty. In the standing orders, 
which the Act stated were to be strictly complied with, 
there was also no provision for any fee on the deposit of 
these documents. The Legislature evidently considered 
that by the number of persons inspecting these plans, the 
clerk of the peace would, by the fees obtained from them, 
have sufficient remuneration for the whole work done. It 
was a settled rule of law that every change upon the public 
must be imposed by clear and unambiguous lngsien and 
the feo which was at present sought to be recovered was a 
distinct charge upon the public, as it affected every person 
or body of persons who dua to go to parliament for any 
bill. If the clerk of the peace was entitled to be paid a fee 
on the deposit of these documents, it was perfectly clear 
that all these other persons designated in the Act—school- 
masters, parish eile &e., were not entitled te similar 
remuneration. The anomaly could never be intended by 
the Legislature that one party should receive a foe for per. 
forming the same duty that another party was te perform 
for nothing. 

The learned counsel, drawing his Honour’s attention to 
the very narrow purview of the Act of 11 & 12) Viet. 
suid it) merely had reference to the jarisdiction of 
justices of the peace and their procedure in summary con- 
vietions, and what was called county or sessions dasiness, 
and contended that there was no intention af the Legisla- 
ture to authorise the justices and Secretary of State to bm- 
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pose a fee in respect of a matter of this sort, which was 
entirely outside the purview of the statute. 

Merrifield, in reply, contended that the fact of an Act of } 
Parliament not authorising a certain fee, should not be taken | 
as implying that such a fee was prohibited. An Act of | 
Parliament might omit to provide for a matter, but that was | 
totally different from prohibiting it. Asto the other persons 
designated in the Act as those with whom documents of the 
sort in question should be deposited, schoolmasters related 
solely to Scotland, and the postmasters referred only to Ire- 
land, so that the only person they had to deal with besides 
the clerk of the peace was the parish clerk. There was such 
a difference in the duties of the two that the Legislature 
might well contemplate that the clerk of the peace should 
have a fee, when. it would not be necessary to contemplate 
that the parish clerk should. The latter was concerned only 
with his particular parish, while the clerk of the peace had 
te do with the whole country. He had no intention of rely- 
ing in his case solely upon the Act 11 & 12 Vict. His argu- 
ment was founded equally upon the usage and custom as 
regarded the depositing of plans and documents with the 
clerks of the peace, 

Mr. Fvrner, in giving judgment, said he thought it was 
quite clear, when an Act of Parliament imposed a duty upon 
a publicfofficer ‘without providing any remuneration, that he 
was not entitled to be paid for the performance of that duty, 
and he thought it was clear that the Act in question intended 
to draw a distinction between the two duties imposed on the 
clerk of the peace—the first being merely the duty of re- 
ceiving and retaining these documents, for which it was 
clear to his mind he was not to be paid ; and the next, that 
of allowing people to inspect and make extracts from the 
same, for which remuneration was provided. His Honour 
also held that séction 11 & 12 Vict. c. 83, s. 30, did not 
authorise the justices or the Secretary of State to empower 
the clerk of the peace to take fees on the deposit of plans 
deposited in compliance with the standing orders of Parlia- 
ment, for that was not done under the jurisdiction of the 
justices, and was wholly beyond the object of the statute, 

Under the circumstanees, his judgment would be for the 
defendants; but it was a very important question, and one 
which he thought should be determined in a superior court, 
and, therefore, as under ordinary circumstances an appeal 
could not be made unless the amount sued for was over £20, 
he would give leave to the plaintiff in this action to do so. 

Merrifield said his Honour’s judgment would weigh very 
much with those who instructed him. 

J udgment was then given for defendant, his Honour 
ve that plaintiff was at liberty to go to a superior 
court. 

The usual costs were allowed. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Josrru Kay, Q.C., one of the judges of the Court of 
Record for the hundred of Salford, has been appointed by 
the Home Secretary to be Solicitor-General for the county 
palatine of Durham, which office has been vacant since the 
elevation of Mr. J. A. Russell, Q.C., to the jnageship of the 


Manchester County Court in 1868, Mr. Kay is a son of 
Robert Kay, Esq., of Brookshaw House, near Bury, Lanca- 
shire, and was born on the 27th February, 1821. He was 
elucated at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated 
B.A. in 1844, and in 1844 was nominated to one of the 
travelling bachelorships of the University of Cambridge. 
Mr. Kay was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in May, 
1444, and soon afterwards joined the Northern Circuit, 
practising also at the Manchester, Salford and Preston ses- 
ions. In June, 1862, he was appointed judge of Her 
Majesty's Court of Record for the hundred of oe and 
was created a (queen's Counsel in 1869. As travelling bache- 
lor of the University of Cambridge, he was the author of 
** FAncation of the Poor in Rectent and Europe,” “ Social 
Comdition and Education of the People in England and 
Europe,” and “ Condition and VdAucation of Poor Children 
in English and German Towns,” &. Mr. Kay married, in 
10%, Mary Elizabeth, eldest daughter of the late Thomas 
Drammen, Vay., formerly Under-Secretary for Ireland. 
Mr. Cuauive Savitin Rovuxvuss, barrister-at-law, has 
mn appa Searcary w the Universities Commission, 
Mer. Kwandell waa educated at Merton College, Oxtord, where 
he gratuated ¥A,, in 1450 (first clase in Classica and 
wind in Mathematics), and in the following year gained 





the Chancellor’s prize for his English Essay, the subject 
being, “ What form of Political Constitution is most 
favourable to the Cultivation of the Fine Arts ?’—he 
also became a fellow of Merton. At the university he 
was known as Mr. Currer, but his family some years after 
assumed the name of Roundell. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s Inn in June 1857, and has practised as a convey. 
ancer and equity draftsman. In 1866 he was secretary to 
the commission appointed to inquire into the origin and 
nature of the disturbances at Jamaica, and the means used 
for their suppression, and went to Jamaica in that capacity, 
At the general election of November, 1868, Mr. Round 
was an unsuccessful candidate for the representation of 
Clitheroe, in Lancashire, 

Mr, James CuerRy, barrister-at-law, of the Norfolk 
Circuit, has been appointed by the Earl of Stradbroke, Lord 
Lieutenant, to be Clerk of the Peace for the county of 
Suffolk, which office had become vacant by the death of Mr, 
J. H. Borton, solicitor, of Bury St. Edmunds. The office 
is worth £1,750 per annum. Mr. Cherry was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in November, 1855, and attends 
the Bury, Ipswich, Norwich, and Yarmouth sessions. 

Mr. Esenezer Ersxine Harper, barrister-at-law, and 
advocate, has been appointed Legal Assessor of the Burgh 
of Leith, N.B. Mr. Harper was educated at the university 
of Edinburgh, and was called te the bar at the Middle 
Temple in November, 1849; he was formerly a member of 
the Northern Circuit, and attended the West Riding sessions, 
A few years ago he became a member of the Scotch Faculty 
of Advocates. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE, 


Scuoot or Law. 


Sir,—It will interest many of your readers to know that 
the petitions to Parliament which are in course of signature 
by solicitors practising in London and in the provinces, in 
favour of the establishment of a School of Law, are being 
very influentially signed, upwards of two thousand signa- 
tures having already been obtained tothem. The petitions 
from the county of Oxford and the town of Berwick-upon- 
Tweed have been sent to Sir Roundell Palmer for presenta. 
tion ; in the former case, five-sixths of the solicitors practisi 
in the country have signed the petition, in the latter, the 
solicitors are unanimous in supporting the movement. All 
petitions which have not yet been returned to the secretaries 
of the Legal Education Association, should be sent to me 
on or before the 19th inst., as Sir Roundell Palmer proposes 
to move on the 1st of March his resolutions in the fom ot 
Commons. J. LoNnGRouRNE, 

Legal Education Association, Feb. 7. Hon. Sec 

ArrIpAvits IN BANKRUPTCY. 

In last Thursday’s London Zimes is a report of a case Re 
Williams before one of the Registrars of the London Bank- 
ruptcy Court, setting aside proceedings for appointment of a 
receiver and manager in a liquidation case because the affi- 
davit in support was sworn before the debtor's (the appli- 
cant) own solicitor, the Registrar observing that it wasa 
strict rule elsewhere that it should not be allowed. 

True, but “ elsewhere ” there are strict rules on the matter, 
but in bankruptcy there are none, and hence I suggest that 
the decision was erroneous. As every attorney and solicitor 
knows, in the Common Law, Chancery, Probate, and some 
other courts, there are express rules prohibiting an attorney 
swearing his own client (except under the old system of ap- 
plying for a capias to hold to bail, where the attorney was 
expressly authorised to swear his client, and this proceedi 
too involving the liberty of the subject), but by the 157t 
of the Statutory Rulesin bankruptcy, “any affidavit used in 
any matter of bankruptcy may be sworn as follows 
bolore a person authorised to administer oaths in any of the 
Superior Courts of Law or Equity,” and does not go on 4s 
elsewhere” to prohibit the attorney orsolicitor in the matter 
swearing his own client. 1 speak from an experience of 
whole twenty-seven yoars of the practice in the late local 
district Court of Bankruptcy here, where the practice of the 
solicitor swearing his chont in all bankruptey proceedi 
was allowed on the ground of thoir boing no rules in bank 
ruptey against it. 

it appears to me that if the decision in question is worth 
anything, it applies in all cases, and that a solicitor mus 
not swear his cient to an ordinary proof of debt, or at all 
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events. not act as proxy under it. The inconvenience of j 


this will be at once appreciated for the validity of the reso- 
jutions of a meeting of creditors, and gsc y of 
trustee, &c., and consequent validity of title, may depend 
upon the proper or improper admission of a large proof. 
tthe commercial inconvenience, too, willfbe very great, when 
if after filling up a proof of debt and the client signing it 
jn his own solicitor’s office, he has to run about to two or 
three other solicitors’ offices to find a Commissioner to swear 


As a Registrar’s decision, I presume it carries but little 
weight, especially as it does not appear from the newspaper 
report that the rule referred to was brought under the 
notice of the Court; but as the Registrar in question was at 
the moment sitting in his versatile character of Chief Judge, 
the decision may perhaps, by some, be taken to be of autho- 
rity until set aside by the Lords Justices. J. M. 

bristol, 6th Feb. 


[The case is reported in another column.—Ep. S. J.] 





Contract.—WRONGFUL SALE. 


A. sold a cow to B. for, say, £15, and received £10 on ac- 
count, B. to fetch the cow when he pleased, and the balance 
to be paid not particularly when cow taken away, but at 
any time. 

A, resold the cow to C. (not in market overt), who paid 
for and took possession of her. 

Can B. recover the cow from C. in an action of detenue ? 
Is there a case in point ? G. A.J. 





Justice TO TRADESMEN. 


Sir,—Allow me to answer one or two objections of your 
correspondent, C. J., which he has made to my proposed 
alteration in the law of debtor and creditor. Your corres- 

ent, in his very sensible letter, points out some of the 
greatest objections to the present system of recovering 
judgment, which tend greatly, I think, to prove my case, 
but he would not go so far as I propose, and he desires to 
retain them in a modified form. No doubt his plan would 
be an maperrenens upon the present system, but why stop 
short, why not go to the extreme I propose? We are 
that it is only just that a creditor should recover 
his money cheaply and expeditiously ; why place any diffi- 
culties in the way? Why not give him every possible 
facility to use his own property ? 

If a man chooses to obtain goods upon credit rather than 
by payment of ready money, unless there is some bargain 
‘to the contrary, his creditor should be able to use the value 
of his debtor’s credit to the full extent, and by enabling a 
man to obtain a judgment at the post-office for a few pence, 
which would have equal effect with a judgment at law, the 
courts would be at once relieved from an immense amount 
of business which blocks the way and prevents the hearing 
of bond fide contentious cases. I ask, Why should the courts 
beused for the purpose of collecting debts ? It would be far 
better for the majority of debtors that creditors should not 
be compelled, as they are at present, to put them to the 
great expenses of law costs. (Sometimes, no doubt, the delay 
18 worth the cost ; but a man must be in a very desperate 
state when he has to buy time at such a price, and clearly 
he has no right to purchase it at the expense of his creditor, 
who may be put to equal straits by this process. It is fairer 
that the debtor should buy the time he requires from the 
money-londer. 

Your correspondent will not look at my proposition to 
make those judgments negociable ; but I think he scarcely 
temembers that at present judgmonts are negociable, that 
the transfer is tedious and expensive, and that, therefore, 
Perhaps tho most useful result of the scheme I propose is 
no novelty. 

My scheme would in effect compel every one who takes 
credit to give his creditor a bill of exchango for the amount 
of his debt, which ho could deal with at will, and why should 
Rota croditor have such an advantage if ho desires ? He has 
parted with his goods, and should havo ovory benofit of their 
equivalent; tho crodit of his customer too often, unfortu- 
nately, is but. a poor satisfaction, 

Your correspondent calls my proposal “startling,” but I 
think if ho reflects ho will seo that it is only startling from 
its simplicity, and that it is a reform which must eventually 
Pecomne law, Pye YsarMan, 

e* Wo oan insort no more correspondence on this notion, 

emISD, S.J, 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


Feb. 6.—The ‘ Alabama Claims.” —The Duke of Rich- 
mond, in the course of a criticism of the Queen’s Speech, 
regretted that greater care had not been used so as to 
prevent misunderstanding with respect to the arbitration, and 
trusted that the communications now made by the Govern- 
ment to that of the United States would be characterised by 
great friendliness, and at the same time by great decision.— 
LordGranvillesaid that upon deliberation it had seemed to the 
Government best, as most likely to obviate irritation, to 


- prevent the envenomment of discussion, and to en 


our position, that a communication should be made to the 
American Government to the effect stated in the Queen’s 
Speech.—Lord Derby said the origin of the mischief was in 
sending out a Special Commission to Washington, for we 
were previously in an impregnable position, and our Go- 
vernment had only to ask the Government of the United 
States what they had to suggest. At the same time, cur 
Government knew what they believed their offer to be, and 
if the Americans meant one thing and we another, there was 
no contract, and the whole negotiation fell to the ground. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

Feb. 6.—The “‘ Alabama Claims.’’—Mr. Disraeli, in the 
course of his criticisms on the Queen’s Speech, condemned 
the paragraph relating to the arbitration as inadequate to 
the occasion, and urged on the Government the duty of 
speaking out frankly and fearlessly, and so avoiding a Ser- 
bonian bog of diplomacy. —Mr. Gladstone said the Govern- 
ment denied that the Treaty was open to any construction 
but that placed upon it by ourselves. He declared, amid 
cheers, that we should be insane did we yield in an arbitra- 
tion to claims which not even the last extremities of war or 
the lowest depths of misfortune, would force. people with a 
spark of spirit, or the hundredth part of the courage or 
the traditions of the British people, to submit to at the 
point of death. 

Feb. 7.—The “ Alabama Claims.’’—In the course of the 
debate on the report of the Address to be presented to the 
Crown, Mr. Bernal Osborne took occasion to condemn the 
Washington Treaty as an infamous bungle. The English 
amateur diplomatists had been completely taken in by the 
American lawyers. If we had sent out an acute solicitor— 
say a keen man of business, like the hon. member for East 
Sussex (Mr. G. B. Gregory)—he would have saved an im- 
mense expense, and all this ambiguity. Parliament ought 
to have the power of ratifying treaties—Mr. Bentinck 
asked an explanation as to the payment of interest on 
British claims, agreed with Mr. Osborne as to parliamentary 
ratification of treaties, and complained of the ission of the 
expenses of American cruisers In pursuit of the 4 /abama asa 
direct claim.—Mr. Horsman traced much of the difficulty 
to the secresy observed by the Foreign Office; ministers 
should not possess the power of committing the country to 
any engagements under cover of the prerogative.— 
Osborne Morgan believed our present complications to be 
the result of employing amateur diplomatists: in future 
the Government had better send out in similar matters a 
sharp City solicitor, or such men as the members for East 
Sussex and Chippenham, accompanied by a skilled con- 
veyancer from Heron's ion. —o r. Otway regretted Mr, 
Gladstone’s declaration that the Treaty could only have 
one logical meaning, thinking its ambiguity a strong part 
of our case.-—Mr, Gladstone, while maintaining that there 
was no ambiguity in the Treaty, did not impeach the title 
of the United States to rely on their own interpretation. 
He then entered upon a justification of the course adopted 
by the Government at the present juncture.—Mr. Hermon 
also objected to the permitting the claim for expenses of 
pursuit of the Aladama as a direct claim. 

The Albert and KEuropern Assurance Componies.—Mr, 
Cave introduced a bill providing for a Commission of 
Inquiry into the causes of the failure of these companies. 

pred Bills. —The “ Permissive Bill” was re-introduced 
by Sir W. Lawson; Sir H, Selwin-Tbbetson introduced a Dill 
to regulate the retailing of spirits, 

Game and Land Trespass Bitls,—Mr, P, A. Taylor and 
Mr. Hardeastle introduced game law billy, and Sir HH. 
Solwin-Tbbetson a bill upon game and trespass on lands. 

arviamentary and Munteipal Registtion—-An amend- 
ment bill introduced by Mr. V. Harcourt, 
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Marriage with Deseased Wife's Sister—Mr. T. Chambers 
again brought in this Bill. 

Female Franchise.—Mr. Jacob Bright again brought in a 
bill to remove the electoral disabilities of women. 

Baby Farming.—Mr. Charley brought in a bill for better 
protection of infant life. k : : 

Origin of Fires —Mr. M‘Lagan brought in a bill provid- 
ing for official inquiries into the origin and circumstances 
of fires. 

Feb. 8.—-Resignation of the Speaker.—Mr. Gladstone 
moved, and Mr. Disraeli seconded, the following resolution : 
‘‘That the thanks of this House be given to Mr. Speaker 
for his distinzuished services in the chair during a period of 
nearly fifteen years; that he be assured that this House fully 
appreciates the zeal and ability with which he has discharged 
the duties of his high office through many laborious 
sessions, and the study, care, and firmness with which he 
has maintained its privileges and dignity, and that this 
House feels the strongest sense of his unremitting attention 
to the constantly increasing business of Parliament, and of 
his uniform urbanity, which have secured for him the 
respect and esteem of this House.”—Carried nem. con.—A 
resolution was also passed for an address to the Crown, 
praying that some signal mark of favour might be conferred 
on the retiring Speaker. 

Dispatch of Public Business—Mr. Gladstone moved for a 
select committee to consider the best means of promoting 
the depatch of public business in the House. Referring to 
an amendment of which Mr. McCullagh Torrens had given 
notice, to refer private business to the same committee, he 
dwelt on the inconvenience of mixing the two subjects. — 
Mr. Disraeli also recommended Mr. Torrens not to press 
his amendment, and further, questioned the cope of 
another committee on the public business, considering that 
the matter had been fully gone into, and evidence taken by 
a select committee last year, whieh had made certain recom- 
mendations.—Mr. Torrens did not press his amendment, and 
eventually, after some opposition to the arrangement from 
Messrs. Beresford Hope, and C. Bentinck, Sir H. Selwin- 
Ibbetson and Lord Elcho, it was arranged that the recom- 
mendations of last year’s Committee should be again bronght 
before the House and discussed, and next Monday was 
fixed for the purpose. 

Resignaticn of Deans and Canons.—Mr. Gladstone intro- 
duced a bill. 

The Baliot.—Mr. Forster introduced a bill, explaining 
that the bill sent to the Lords last year was divided into two. 
In one part, viz., the present bill, would be contained only 
the provisions -relating to the procedure at elections. The 
other part, viz., the repression of corrupt practices, &c., 
would be contained in a second bill to be introduced by the 
Attorney-General, which would also continue Mr. Disraeli’s 
Parliamentary Elections Act of 1868. Thus the Ballot 
Bill proper would relate solely to the abolition of public 
nominations, vate by ballot, and the increase of polling- 
places; and, though the wording of the clauses was im- 
proved, there were only two alterations in substance—viz., 
that municipal nominations would not be touched, and the 
polling-places clauses would not extend to Scotland. 

Corrupt Practices at Parliamentary Elections—The At- 
torney-General then introduced the second bill. It embodied 
the corrupt practices clanses of last year’s bill, and would 
make permanent Mr. Disracli’s Act for the trial of election 
petitions by the judges. He explained some changes as to 
personation rendered necessary by the introduction of 
secret voting. 

: yee Prosecutors.—Mr. Spencer Walpole introduced a 
lil. 





IRELAND. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The second annual dinner of this society was held on 
Saturday evening, in the King’s Inns, Henrietta-street, 
Dublin, The Lord Chief Justice presiding. There were 
also present the Right Hon. the Lord Mayor, Mr. Justice 
O'Brien, Mr. Justice Barry, Judge Flanagan, and Judge 
Battersby, Mr. Justice Fitzgerald, Judge Lynch, Judge 
Harrison, and a considerable number of barristers and 
sonicitors, 

After the usual loyal and customary toasts, Mr, Justice 
Barry, who was received with prolonged applause, said 
be felt itahigh honour, indeed, to be nominated to propose a 





toast that evening, and that it was ‘‘ The Health of the 
Attorneys and Solicitors of Ireland.” While regrotti 
that the duty had not devolved on some abler person, he 
would still venture to say this, that to no man could the 
function be assigned who would bring to its performance 
more real sincerity than he did. There were man 
personal reasons why he should feel so disposed ; bat 
placing the matter on the broadest public grounds, he 
would ask this assemblage to say that the attorneys and 
solicitors of Ireland were deserving of the respect of the 
community. Ofcourse, as had been glanced at by the 
Lord Mayor, they knew that from very early times there 
were Sampson Brass, and Dodson and Fogg, as described 
by Dickens, and they were painfully aware that there wag 
a vulgar prejudice maintained against the profession, but 
as abody it was undeserved. He (Mr. Justice Barry) then 
referred to the imposition of the certificate duty on the 
profession as most injurious and most unjust to a high] 
honourable body of men. It was not as to the amount, 
which could only press on the young practitioner, but it 
was the sense of the injustice and humiliation that a 
learned body should be subject to so odious an impost, 
He hoped they would not relax their efforts until it wag 
removed, though they might find it difficnlt to make the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer give up @ tax so easily 
collected, and which there was no popular clamour raised 
against. Whatever might be the injustice of the legisla. 
tion to which he had referred, he might say that no candid 
man whose opinion was of value could hesitate to say that 
in intelligence, integrity, honour, and usefulness in the 
discharge of their duties—varied, complicated, difficult, 
and responsible—the solicitors of Ireland are not to be 
surpassed by any body of professional men. On a recent 
occasion a distinguished man said that the career of 
man’s life from the cradle to the grave was presided over 
at every stage by an attorney, and although that was said 
in jest, it pointed to the position which the profession held, 
By the attorney the newly-born heir was proteeted from 
the careless guardian; the old man’s property was saved 
from designing persons and transmitted through its legiti- 
mate channels; the Attorney-General conducted cases of 
importance in connection with the lives and liberties of 
men; the poor sought to vindicate personal wrong, the 
rich man sought to resist aggression, and all sought the 
assistance and guidance of solicitors in the management 
of important and complicated transactions. High and low, 
rich and poor, must all seek the aid of the attorneys, 
The profession was entrusted with the most valuable pro- 
perty, and was the depository of the most valuable secrets; 
they were relied on with the most implicit trust and the 
most perfeet confidence; and he would ask, was that trust 
ever deceived or that confidence ever betrayed? Cases 
of violation of trust were so exceptional and rare as to 
afford the strongest proofs of the honour and fidelity of the 
body, The country prided itself on the incorruptibility of 
the bench—on incorruptibility unknown and unintelligible 
in other countries; and he ventured to say that the idea of 
attempting to succeed in litigation by bringing corropt 
influences to bear on the opponent’s attorney to get him 
to betray his client never entered the brain of the most 
unscrupulous, Having spoken of the importance of the 
Incorporated Law Society having instituted legal education 
amongst the candidates for the profession, and hoped that 
it would be as useful in the future as it had been in the 
past, he concluded by warmly proposing the toast, avd 
resumed his seat amid loud cheers, 

Mr, Lane Joynt, solicitor, returned thanks, 

The Chairman said he had to propose a toast that would 
be received with acclamation—* The Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, and may prosperity attend it.” The gathering 
of to-night was prompted by feelings of benevolence. It 
was benevolence induced them to take him and others from 
the Queen’s Bench that day and bring them here, where 
music, and eloquence, and harmony had combined to give 
them a palatable evening. Having referred further to the 
pleasurable nature of the entertainment, he went on to sa 
that many great men had belonged to the profession, and, 
amongst others, Sir Walter Scott and Benjamin Disraeli. 
Though this was named the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion, it was not formed on account of any poverty of the 
members, Quite the reverse, for they were quite a pros- 
am body. ‘The solicitors subscribe to the association ; 
put it found it recorded that hardly one active living mem- 
ber had ever sought aid from the association, The aid had 
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peen given to the families, the widows, and orphans, The 
was highly creditable to the profession. The asso- 
ciation took its rise through one of the members of the 
profession, the late Mr. Richard Meade, on principles to 
which no one could object—by which relief was given with 
delicacy, courtesy and secrecy to those who confided the 
nature of their distresses, Their financial affairs were in 
a most prosperous condition, and they were likely not to 
need any assistance from the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
who had been referred to by his friend lately brought into 
the Court of Queen’s Bench. He commended the association 
+o the warm sympathy and generous support of the solicitors 
of the country, that the subscriptions would be increased, 
and that the association would take a prominent place 
amongst the useful societies of this great Christian country. 
Sir Richard Orpen, President of the Incorporated Law 
Society, then proposed the health of the Chairman, and 
felt sure that the Lord Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench 
would be as little wantingin his duty as was Sir William 
Gascoigne when he committed the son of Henry IV. to 
rigon, 
e The chairman thanked the meeting warmly for their 
kindness, and the proceedings then terminated. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. H. HARGREAVES. 

Mr. Henry Hargreaves, solicitor, of Blackburn, in Lan- 
cashire, died at Beardwood, his residence near that borough, 
on the 31st of January, at the advanced age of eighty-two 

ears. He was a member of the old family, Hargreaves of 

ewchurch, in Rossendale, and received his early education 
at the Clitheroe Grammar School, under the Rev. Thomas 
Wilson. He was admitted an attorney in the year 1813, 
and practised in Blackburn for fifty-nine years, He was long 
the senior member of the firm of Hargreaves, Ainsworth & 
Bolton, which was latterly known as Hargreaves & Bolton. 
His health failed several years ago, and he had been an 
invalid for some time prior to his death. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association was held on Wednesday last, the 7th inst., 
at the Law Institution, London, Mr. John Smale Torr in the 
chair, the other directors ra being Messrs. Brook, 
Carter, Hedger, Rickman and Smith (Mr. Eiffe, Secretary). 
The sum of £80 was distributed in grants of assistance ; 
fourteen new members were admitted to the association ; 
and other general business transacted. 








THE BIRMINGHAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE ON 
BANKRUPTCY. 


At the half-yearly meeting of the Birmingham Chamber 
of Commerce, held on the 2nd ult., the chairman, Mr. C. S. 
Hawkes, in the course of his speech on moving the adoption 
of the report, expressed his regret that creditors availed 
themselves so slowly of the provisions of the Bankruptcy 
Act, and the failure of the Act to give satisfaction was due 
rather to that cause than to any intrinsic demerits. 

.S. Boora, in seconding the motion, said that, in re- 
gard to the Bankruptcy Law, he believed the great object 
which was aimed at, namely, the placing of the estate of a 
bankrupt under the entire control of the creditors, had been 
fully attained, but he had been disappointed at the supine- 
ness of creditors, and their disinclination to take any trouble 
on themselves, to give up any time, and to accept the office 
of trustee. They would not do their duty, and this was the 
Teason why the Act was so much a dead letter. 

Mr. P, H. Munrz, M.P., agreed that creditors did not 
take advantage of the Act, but said he was not surprised at 
it, as the expenses were so enormous that nothing was left for 
them. A man owed him £300, and he felt it to be his 
duty to make the man a bankrupt, and it cost him £76 to do 
0. Mr, Muntz spoke against the power of making com- 
positions, remarking that a mocting of creditors was fre- 
quently packed by the friends of the debtor, who voted just 
What they thought proper. ‘This was a fault inthe Bank- 
ruptcy Act, and he pointed it out to the Attorney-General 


when the bill was before the House. Any creditor of £30, 
£40, or £50, shouid have a mght to break up an arrangement 
ifhe thought proper. A man in London, notoriously worth 
much money, offered his creditors 10s. in the pound. He 
(Mr. Muntz) went to an eminent solicitor, on behalf of one 
of the ereditors, and the solicitor said, “Offered ten 
shillings! What a fool! He might have offered you a 
shilling, and you must have taken it.” He asked the solicitor 
if nothing could be done, and the answer was, “ Yes ; youcan 
spend £1,000 if you like. You had better take the 10s., 
and be thankful he has not offered you as many pence.”’ He 
called this Act the same as the last, ‘Cheating made easy.’’ 
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Chilton v East London Ry Co 

© 


Burt v Hellyar md 

Farquhar v Hadden fe 

In re Seely, Joyce v Seely f ¢ 

Blake vy Thompson c¢, wit (1 
March) 

Webber v Webber c 

Taylor v Cartwright m 4 

Wilkinson v Clements m d 

Hall v Hall c, wit 

West v West c 

Pratt v Lady Perri 

Postlethwaite v Mo’ 

Potter v Bell ¢ 

In re Stevenson, Stevenson 
v Stevenson fc & sumns 

Marshall y Wilson md 

Gay v Maggi m d 

Lloyd v Vale fo 

Block v Archer fe 

Manser v Manser c 

Harris v Du Pasquier fe 

Brassey v The St. Thomas's 
Floating Dock Co. (Limited), 
Leather v Same o, wi 
witns 

Archer v Johnston fc 

Josselyn v The Tendring 
Hundred Ry Co fe 

Dobree v Nicholson ¢ 

Yonge v London & Paris Hotel 
Co md 

Shaw v Parratt md 


spe 
t md 
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Barnes v Addy c, wit 

Clarke v Lewis md 
Passmore v Wyld fc 

Tozer v Trewman md 
Carthew v Enraght fe 
Stemp v Wadwell c, with wits 
Brown v Wing fc 
Whitefoord v Osbiston fc 
Nugent v Moseley m d 
Powell v Stanborough md 
Bray v Briggs m 

Great Eastern Railway Co. v 

Turner md 
Wells vy Bremner md 
Attorney-General v Tottenham 
Local Board of Health md 

Mott v Scale md 

Robinson v Wood fc 
Hutchinson v Geldart md 
Tucker v Wallbridge fc 
Taylor v Stevens md 
Wilshaw v Perry md 
Hindley v Neale md 
Boultbee v Kemp md 
Mildon v Mudford ¢ 
Pinto-Leite v Knowles md 
Ashmore v Johnson md 

Hill v Hill md 

Creigh v Fenwick fc 
Benson v Benson m d 
Watkins v Fuller md 
Sootheran v Massam fc 
Newington v Peters fc 
Sheppard v Leacroft md 
Bowstead v Graham md 
Knowles v Pinto-Leite md 


Honychurch v Queen’s Insur- 


ance Co. m 

Wriford v Glubb, Wriford v 
Wriford f c & sums 

Hammond v Hammond md 

Clissold v Cook fc 

Chatwood the younger v The 
East London Ry Co md 

Locking v Parker m d 

Hall v Lee md 

Master v Richards m d 

Harris v Holt md 

Hall v Hall md 

Jack v Jack fc 

Robertson v Fraser m d 

Shawcross v Lomax m d 

Attorney-General v Akers m d 

Viscount Valentia v Denton c 

Parsonage v Smith, Smith v 
Smith fc 

Brown v Brown m d (short) 

Fiddey v Bramble c 

Duarte v Brand, In re Duarte’s 
Estate, Duarte v Brand fc 

Barrett v Christian m d (short 

Feaver v Woolley m d (short, 

Richardson v Page fc 

Hurst v Hurst m d 

Duguid v Fraser fc 

Hutchinson v The Metropolitan 
District Ry Co md 

Campbell v Campbell md 

The London Financial Associa- 
tion (Limited) v The Swansea 
& Carmarthen Ry Co md 

Leake v Hunt c 








LAW BOOKS. 

There are few relations in life more intimate or intereat- 
ing than the ene which. grows up between a lawyer and his 
There is a professional intimacy, which comes of 

his referring to them, and partakes of the character of com- 
panionship. He goes to them when he is in difficulty and 
doubt and asks them questions, and finds them ever ready 
to tell him all they know, and often offering new and un- 
looked-for suggestions, as if they sympathised with him in 
his need of counsel and advice. Nor is it necessary that he 
should be a constant reader, or profoundly learned in the 
law, te have a conscious, personal relation with the volumes 
upor his shelves. He knows them by name; their faces 
are familiar tohim. He never comes into his office that they 
do not look down upon him pleasantly, and weleome him to 
his daily reund of duties in the place where he meets his 
clients and his friends. That man is not to be envied who has 
begun life, as most of the profession have done, with limited 
means and a small library, and has gone on adding to it, 
from time to time, such books as he found his necessities re- 
quired, and, after having used them, and shared the ad- 
vantages of their instruction, can look at them upon his 
shelves with indifference, or part with any of them without 
anemotion. The duties and details of a lawyer's life may 
be dull enough, and his researches may, to common minds, 
seem dry and uninteresting ; but a lawyer knows that his 
books never tire or grow weary in helping him over the 
rough places in his profession; and he learns in time to 
look upon them as friends who have grown up with him, 
or as instructors upon whom he has depended for guidance 
and assistance. There is one class of his books which he 
ean hardly fail to regard with more than ordinary 
respeet, and that is his Folios. Their size in the 
first place gives them dignity and importance; and 
as in these degenerate days such as these are rarely, 
if ever, produeed, they usually carry with them that 
kind of reverence which eomes with age. ‘Then, again, 
the names they bear have most of them historic associations, 
either as we read them on the title-page, or find them stand- 
ing out prominently in the text of the work. One would no 
more think of trifling with those ponderous volumes of 
Rolle’s Abridgment or Hargrave’s State Trials than ho 
would with the Lord Chief Justice himself, or the venerable 
Sir Matthew Hale, who wrote the preface to that work in 
an address ‘‘to the young students of the common law.” 
Another circumstance that gives a dignity and importance 
to many of the books of a modern lawyer consists in their 
having come down to him from aformer generation. This 
is especially true of his folios, since most of them have been 





the publications of a much earlier day than our own, and 
have come to their present possessors after having already 
served successive seekers after knowledge. Thus the work 
above mentioned, Rolle’s Abridgment, was published ip 
1668—more than ten generations of lawyers ago; and who. 
ever now possesses it is sharing a heritage which has come 
to him by purchase or descent through a long line, often of 
most worthy and distinguished proprietors, Many an 
American lawyer’s library contains odd and scatteri 
volumes which contain the autographs of men whose 
memories are associated with the Temple or Lincoln’s Inn, 
and of not afew who have added lustre to the English 
bench.— Albany Law Journal. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES, 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quorartrion, Feb. 9, 1872. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted, 
8 per Cent, Consols, 91% Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, Mar. 1,92 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 91% Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct.5p m 
New 3 per Cent., 91g Ditto, £500, Do —5 pm 
Do, 34 perCent., Jan. 794 Nitto, £100 & £200, —5pm 
Do. 2§ per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock. 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year) 245 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 
(India Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,206 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79108 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’80 111} Ditto Debentures, per Cent,, 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 
Ditto.4 perCeat., Oct. 88 106 Do.Do ,5 per Cent,,Aug.’73) 
Ditto,ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4per Ct., £1000 22 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent. 96}| Ditto, ditto, under £1006, 25pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. .|Closing prices, 








Bristoland Exeter .......000 0 cocceneseccecevces 
Caledonian. ...reseecceseecceseeceeeeess 
Glasgow and South-Western. 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Great Northern crscscccoceecereees 

D0. A StOCK™ ....cessecrecse cesses sev evareeees! 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original .......0see eee 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and South Coast 
London,Chatham, and Dover 
London and North-Western.... 
London and South-Western ..... 
Manchester,Shoeffield,and Lincol 
Metropolitan,....sore cooeenee 
MEGIABA op cccrsesceree sp0010000 000 000 00 

Do., Birmingham and Derby 
NOrth British crocscccossocsossessesseceessesseres 
North London ...., waeeese bee seven cveceessocseser| 
North Staffordshire..., a 
South Devon 
South-Eastern 
Taff Vale 











« A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

This week, more especially the latter portion, has wit- 
nessed a heavy decline in the markets generally. 
position of the ‘‘ Alabama question” is accountable for the 
fall, and the markets are still in a weak and apparently 
falling condition. Home railways, though partaking of the 
general weakness, have by some fluctuations and reactions 
evinced ‘gore strength than the other descriptions of in 
vestment. 

The Perpetual Six Per Cent. First Mortgage Debenture 
Stock of the East London Railway Company is 2} to 3 

rem. 

The subscription lists for the shares of the South Cleve 
land Iron Works, Limited, will be closed on Monday, the 
12th instant, for London, and Tomy the 13th instant, 
for the country. ‘The shares are quoted at 14 to 1} prem. 

The shares of the United States Rolling Stock Company 
are quoted at 1} to 2 prem. u 

Bischoffsheim’s certificates for Erie Shares are 26} to 2/. 

The Seven Per Cent. Rental ‘Trust Bonds of the Atlantic 
and Great Western Railroad Company are 1 to 14 prem. 

The Six Per Cent. Argentine Government Bonds are par 
to 4 prem, ‘ 

The dircetors of the Clergy Mutual Assurance Society 
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have issued their accounts, as filed with the Board of 
Trade, to May 31st, 1871, and Mr. 8. Helder, their actuary, 
jn an introduction which he publishes with the report, states 
that “The society continues to prosper. Since its institution 
it has returned to the members in bonus £839,325; it has 
paid for claims sf death £867,786 ; it has on foot over 6,000 
policies ; the total sums assured with bonuses are approaching 
£5,000,000 ; the annual income, exclusive of the reductions 
made in the premiums, is nearly £230,000; and the funds 
accumulating for the purpose of meeting future claims 
amount to £1,890,000 ;” and that ‘The new Act will, it is 
believed, prove a safeguard to the public in checking any 
tendency to insolvency, and, if the recent failures lead to 
fuller inquiries being made into the character and position of 
life offices in general, great good will be the result. In this 
society the directors wish to bring everything to the /ight, 


and publicly to report on all the transactions in which they | 


are engaged.” 

The directors of the East London Railway Company 
invite applications for £270,000 Perpetual Six Per Cent. First 
Mortgage Debenture Stock, being the balance of £466,600, 


which the company is authorised to raise. The price of | 


issue is par., with interest from the 1st of January till 
January, 1875, which is secured by £85,000 consols stand- 
ing in the names of trustees. The proceeds of this issue 
will be used for the completion of the third and important 


section of the line from Wapping through the London | 


Docks to Shadwell, where, by an exchange station, access 


will be obtained to the Fenchurch-street Station of the | 


Blackwall Railway, and whieh will be completed within two 


years. The first two sections are already open, and the trafiic | 
most encouraging, and is daily increasing. By the Com- | 


pany’s Act of 1870, the new capital of £400,000 in shares, 
and £100,000 in Debenture Stock, to be raised under its 


powers, will be applied to the construction of the fourth | 
section, from Shadwell to Commercial-road, Whitechapel- | 


road, and to the junction with the Great Eastern Railway 
at Bethnal-green, which will carry the line to the Central 


Broad-street Station, adjoining the station of the North | 
London Railway, and the intended station of the Metro- | 


politan Railway. The East London Railway will thus 


southern systems of railways, by means of junctions or con- 


nections with other. lines by means of which the entire | 
] 


district south of the Metropolis now traversed by the 
southern lines, the Great Eastern, the Blackwall, and the 
Tilbury and Southend Railways on the east and north-east, 


will be brought into connection with the City at the Central | 
| at 41, Lower Sackville-street, Dublin, specially for the convenience of 
| their Irish patrons. Mr. H. Salter, jun., has the management of the 
| Dublin branch. 
| said to have been originated by Messrs. Salter, whose name is now well 
| known in connection with it, and as acting for public bodies, legal firms, 


Broad-street Station, and thus afford direct communication 
from the manufacturing districts and the Continent. 








The clerkship to the vestry of Mile-End Old Town has be- 
come vacant by the death, on the Ist of February, in his 
53rd year, of Mr, Thomas Price, solicitor, who was admitted 
in 1851. 

Court or Provats.—Mr. Daniel Henry Owen, district 
tegistrar of her Majesty’s Court of Probate at Norwich, has 
been appointed by Lord Penzance one of the registrars of 
the principal registry in London, to fill the vacancy caused 
by Mr. C. J. Middleton becoming chief registrar on the retire- 
ment of Dr. Bayford.—Mr. George Robert Harman, late of 
the principal registry in London, has been appointed by 
Lord Penzance to be distriet registrar of the Court of Probate 
at Norwich. 

Tue Trcnporne Case.—The following letter has been 

ublished, addressed to the Attorney-General by Mr. Philip 

ees, of the firm of Baxter, Rose and Norton, the plaintiffs’ 
solicitors. ‘*1, Cromwell-road, South Kensington, W., 
Feb, 6, 1872,—Dear Mr. Attorney-General,—My attention 
has been called to a statement in your speech this day in 
the Tichborne case, variously reported in the evening 

pers, but to the same effect in all—that I have retired 

om the firm of Baxter, Rose, Norton and Co. I trust to 
your candour and kindness to contradict this statement in 
your speech to-morrow. It is true that at the commencement 
of last December differences of opinion arose between 
me and my partners as to this case, which led me to offer 
at once to withdraw from the firm, leaving it to Mr. Lopes, 
Q.C., by whose advice I have been guided, to settle the 
time and the mode; but this step not being 
thought advisable, or even practicable, and as it was 
subsequently found impossible for us to concur in united in- 
structions to counsel, the case has since the 22nd of January 





form a highway for traffic between the northern and | P21ce—On Feb. 1, 





been carried on under new retainers from the other indi- 
vidual members of my firm, exclusive of myself and my 
son, from which date we have been wholly disconnected 
with it. Iam sure you will be the first to admit that it 
would be premature to enter publicly into any further ex- 
planation. I trust, however, I may be permitted to repeat 
what, in the midst of this painful divergence, I have desired 
to impress upon Mr. Baxter and Mr. Norton—thatI am 
firmly convinced they are acting on the highest sense of 
what they believe to be their duty—a conviction which will 
be shared by every one who knows them.—I have the 
honour to remain, dear Mr. Attorney-General, your very 
faithful servant —Puiir Rose.” 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

E pwarps—On Feb. 6, at 22, Oakley-square, N.W., the wife 
of Thomas John Edwards, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Rocers—On Feb. 4, at Calne, Wilts, the wife of William 

Rogers, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Smiro—On Feb. 2, at 2, Hope-park, Bromley, the wife of 
Horace Smith, Esq., of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter. 

SqvuaRE—On Feb. 4, at Plymouth, the wife of Elliot Square, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

TRISTRAM—On Feb. 4, at 22, Manchester-square, the wife of 
F. H. Tristram, Esq., D.C.L., of a son. 

WortueErspoon—On Jan. 31, at 39, Cambridge-gardens, Notting 
Hill, W., the wife of C. Grey Wotherspoon, of the Middle 
Temple, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

HEaALEY—CLosEe—On Feb. 6, at the district church of Dring- 
houses, York, Charles Edward Heley Chadwyck Healey, Esq., 
of Lincoln’s-inn, karrister-at-law, to Rosa, only daughter of 
John Close, Esq., North Lodge, York. 

DEATSS, - 


: Curaup—E—On Jan. 28, at Great Yarmouth, John Lomas 


Cufaude, solicitor, aged 61 years. 
PranceE—On Feb. 1, at Canns’ Field House, Taunton, Vaughan 
Prance, of 69, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, solicitor, aged 54. 
at 1, Oliver’s-terrace west, Bow-road, 
Thomas Price, Esq., of 24, Abchurch-lane, City, soli¢itor, and 
Clerk to the Vestry of Mile-end Old-town, in the 53rd year 
of his age. 





“ MorTGace Broxine.—-Messrs. Henry Salter & Co., the Mortgage 
Brokers, of Pancras-lane, E.C., announce that, in consequence of the 
extension of their Irish business, they have established a Branch Office 


The business ef Mortgage Broking may almost be 


and owners of property in all parts of England. Ship, Bill, and Stock 


| Broking are long-established branches of business, but it seems to have 


remained for this firm to make the needful organisation on a sufficient 
scale to enable mortgagors and mortgagees to carry out with greater 


| facility those exchanges of title~deeds for surplus capital, or vice versa, 


which keep so large a part of the capital of the country in safe and 
remunerative occupation. Ithas been recently stated that the annual 
rental value of property in England and Wales alone, as appears from 
Parliamentary returns (of which it is assumed that two-thirds are 
under mortgage), is £143,622,256, which represents a capital of 
£2,872,445,120 ; and at the present time, there are 4,744,979 houses, re« 
presenting a marketable value of £1,067,620,275. From deaths, change 
of residence, division, sale, and other causes for reinvestment of 
capital, these properties are constantly being transferred, and it is esti- 
mated that property exceeding in value £957,481,700 (exclusive of life 
interests, reversions, and personalty) is constantly available in the 
market as mortgage securities.’—Money Market Review. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Farpay Feb, 2, 1872. 
Smith, Wm Hornsby, & John Grove, Queen st, Attorneys and Solieitors. 
Jan 25 


Winding up of Joint S tock Companies. 
Fripay, Feb, 2, 1872. 
UsLimitep in Cit ANCERY. 

British Nation Life Assurance Association.—Creditors are required, on 
or before March 9, to send their names and addresses, and the fall 
particulars of their claims to Arthar Cooper and Geo Whifia, I, 
George-st, Mansion House. Mercer & Mercer, Copthall-ot, solicitors 
for the liquidators, 

Linirsp uy CHANCERY. 
British Nation Fire Insurance Company (Li m ited).—Creditors are re- 
uired, on or before March 9, to Send their pames and addresses, and 
the full partioulars of their claims to Arth ur Cooper and Geo Whitin, 
8, Old Jewry, Mercer & Mercer, Coptha ll-ct, solicitors for the liqui- 
dators. 
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Greenwoed and Company (Limited).—Viee Chancellor Malins has, by 
an order dated Jan 29, ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Shepherd, College-st, Co liege-hill, 
solicitor for the petitioners. 


TuespaY, Feb. 6, 1872. 
UntmireD In CHANCERY. € 

British Nation Life Assurance Association.—Vice Chancellor Malins has, 
by an order dated Jan 29, ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
the above association be continued. Mercer & Mercer, Copthall-ct, 
solicitors for the petitioners. 

India and London Life Assurance Company. —Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 5, directed to be heard before Vice Chancellor Malins 
on Feb 16, Mercer & Mercer, » cepameainend solicitors for the peti- 
tioner. 

STANNABIES oF CoRNWALL. 
Farpay, Feb. 2, 1872. 

Brynn Company (Limited).—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 27 
directed to be heard before the Vice Warden at Prince’s Hall, Truro, 
on Monday, Febl2at 12. Gregory & Co, Bedford-row ; agents for 
Hodge & Co, Truro, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Great Royalton Mining Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Jan 26, directed to be heard before the Vice Warden at the Prince’s 
Hall, Truro, on Monday, Feb 12 at 12. Affidavits intended to be 
used’ at the hearing, in opposition to the petition, must be filed at the 
Registrar’s Office, Truro, on or before Feb 8, and notice thereof must, 
at the same time, be given to the petitioner, his solicitors, or agents. 
Gregory & Co, Bedford-row ; agents for Hodge & Co, Truro, solicitors 
for the petitioner. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faway, Feb. 2, 1872. 
Edington, Eliz, Stella, Durham, Spinster. a 1. Malcaster v Bell, 
M.R. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle-upon-Tyn 
Frinneby, Fredk Richd, London-rd, Croydon, Bristle Merchant. March 
4. Frinneby v Martineau, ¥, C, Wickens. Walker & Martineau, 
King’s-rd, Gray’ s-inn 
Garrett, Hy, Bath, Somerset, Gent. Feb 29. Garrett » Garrett, V.C. 
Malins. Payne, Bath 
Goring, Dame Mary Eliz, Sussex-sq, Hyde-pk, Widow. Marchl. Lloyd 
e Prichard, M.R. Prichard & Sons, Liwydiarth Esgob. Anglesey 
Liewellin, David, Holden-ter, Buckingham-palace-rd, Gent. March 5, 





Liberty » Robinson, V.C. Bacon. Hilder, Jermyon-st, St James’s 
Matthews, John, Old Burlington-st, Woollen Draper. Feb 27. 
» Matthews, V.C. Malins. Cooke, Serjeants’-inn, Chancery lane 
Thomson, Jas, South Norwood, Surrey, Metal Broker. March 11. Brand, 
v Thomson, V.C. Wickens. James, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Wall, Jas, Ashford, Kent, Esq. March 5. Lake o Wall, V.C. Wickens. 
Farley, Ashford 
Toespar, Feb. 6, 1872. 


Berners, Right Hon. Hy Wm Baron, Keythorpe Hall, Leicester. March 2. 
Berners c Cholmondeley, M.R. Francis, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 

Boetvefear, Alex, Moscow-rd, Bayswater, Esq. March 1. 
Boetefeur, V.C. Bacon. Few, Henrietta-st, Covent-gdn 

Cooper, Robt, Spencer-st, Goswell-rd, Cook. Feb 20. Davis» Lorenz, 
MLR. Johnson, Bedford-row 

Goord, Wm, Fietching, Sussex, Yeoman. Feb 21. 
V.C. Wickens. Hastie, East Grinstead 

Hammill, Thos Cochrane, Snaresbrook, Essex, Lieut-Col. March7. 
Jones » Jones, V.C. Bacon. Dimond, Henrietta-st, Cavendish-sq 

Bites, Chas Gery, Beckingham, Lincoln. Feb 24. Gery » Handley, 
V.C. Bacon. Newbald & Faulkner, Newark 

Penney, Wm Page, Finchiey-rd, Esq. March 11. 


Bates v Langdon, 


Bennet ! Collinge, Jas, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancashire, Doctor. 


{ 


! 
| 
| 
| 


Lewis o | 


ae 
ie, Alfred, Birm, Public Accountant. March 25. Tyndall &% 
’ 


Hart, Eliz, Maidstone, Kent, Widow. March 9. Knocker, Dover 
Hodson, = peaaainae Mersham, Kent, Widow. March 30, Frage 
Ashfo J 


Tbbotson, Fredk, Eling, Hants, Esq. March 25. Stead & Co, 

Lewis, Jas, Lianel ly, Carmarthen, Retired Victualler. March | 
Johnson, Lianelley 3 

ie, nae, Petworth, Sussex, Spinster. March 9. Charlewoog 

, Manch 

Partriage, Charlotte Sybella, Bowbridge, nr Stroud, Gloucester, 
Spinster. June 30. Winterbotham, Stroud 

— Robt, Chilley, Sussex, Farmer. March 30, Sinnock, 

Sa —~ Toh Ss 1, Ri k, E 2 lackm, 
vory, John, Sussex-pl, Regent’s-pk, - March 25. B 
New Alresford “ is me, 

Scott, Thos, Macclesfield, Cheshire,Gent. Feb 28. Durant, Guildhall. 
chambers, Basinghall-st 

Simpson, Alex, Netherdale-by-Turriff, Banff, North Britain, Scho. 
master. March. Roberts & Simpson, Moorgate-st 

Stribley, Martin Parnall, Camborne, Cornwall, Accountant. March 6, 
Budge, Truro 

Taylor, Mary, Noak-hill, Essex, Widow. March 11.  Hillearys ¢ 
Tunstall, Feachurch-bidgs 

Ward, Jane, Appleton-le-Moors, York, Widow. Feb 17. Tackson, 


Malton 
Ward, John, Appleton-le-Moors, York, Labourer. Feb 17. Jackson, 


Malton 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Feb. 2, 1872. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proots of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 

Bayman, Chas, Ivy-lane, ape st, Bookbinders’ Tool Cutter, Pet 
Jan 30. Hazlitt. Feb 16 at 

Bill, Lewis Hy, Rellington-pl, Notting-hill House Agent. Pet Jan 3), 
Murray. Feb 15 at ll 

Fisher, Augustus, South-st, South Audley-st, Wine Merchant. Pet Jan 
31. Spring-Rice, Feb1 6 at 12 

Prebble, Fredk Thos, Benhill-rd, Camberwell, Builder. Pet Jan 3, 
Hazlitt. Feb 14 at ll 

Wescott, Ri¢hd, Central-st, St Luke’s, Cheesemonger. Pet Jan 2%, 
Brougham. Feb 16 atll 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Pet Feb 1, 
Hall. Ashton-under-Lyne, Feb 16 at 11 

Craven, Adelaide, Ryde, I of ‘? Boarding-house Keeper. Pet Jan 3l. 
Blake. Newport, Feb 14 at 11 

Durrant, Thos, Gorleston, Suffolk, oe ean Owner. Pet Jan 2. 
Chamberlin. Gt Yarmouth, Feb 20 at 

John, Wm, Abertham Mills, Glamorgan, Miller. Pet Jan 29. Langley. 
Cardiff, Feb 19 at 11 

—- Wm, Manch, Draper. Pet Jan 25. Kay. Manch, Feb 2 
at 9.30 

Mason, Hy, Hendon, Herts, Horse Dealer. Pet Jan 24. Harris. Barat, 
Feb i4atli 


Richardson, Adam, Carlisle, Ale Merchant, Pet Jan 30. Halton. 


Penney v Penney, | 


V.C. Wickens. Johnson & Master, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane | 


Sherratt, Jas, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Yeoman. March 1. 
Sherratt, V.C. Wickens. Hand, Macclesfield 

Stafford, Chas, Woodley-within-Bredtury, Cheshire, Stonemason. March 
10. Stafford ¢ Stafford, V.C. Wickens. Sale & Co, Manch 

Tinkler, Wm, Putney, Feq. Marchl. Steel v Tinkler, V.C. Wickens. 
Cross, Cariisie-st, Soho-24 

Ware, Moses, Exeter, Timber Merchant. 
VL. Wickens. Lamb, Bedford-row 

Wilkens, John, Rowlands Castle, Hants, Gent. 
V.C. Wickens. Heed, Portsea 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
last Day of Claim, 
Fuspar, Feb. 2, 1872. 
Allan, Thos, Buenos Ayres, South America, Engineer. March 1. 
Peacock & Co, Lavi 
Catlerats, Jaa Lewis, Sanderiand, Sargeon Dentis:. Feb 10, 


Srnferiand 
Gon, Christiana Fanny, Bath, Somerset. April 26. Parker, 
wart bidgs, Temple 
Comper, Chas, Yardiey, Worcester, Victualler. Feb 279. Beale & Co, 


Craven, Wm, York, Gent. Veb1i7. Jackson, Malton 

Creer, Lawes Shin, Caniridge st, Hyde-pe, Col. March 11. Wheatly 
New-un, trans 

—_ Kent, Linthwaite, Woollen Manufactarer, Veb 2, 


April 2, Miles & Co, 


Varrell, Patrick, Vorterstown, Dablin. March 2. Hankinson, Manch 

Fiezwitiianss, kt Hom Chas We Lari, Wentworth Woodhouse, York. 
Mach ii. Bewwman & tous, barney 

i Teaty, Yombrome, aq, March 11, Wheatly, New-inn, 

ter: 


March 10. Ware o Ware, 


March 19. Beli » Gill, 


Ogden, 


tamaden, 


ths 
PR Tia, Boeathgate, Middx, Gent. 
Lenser 


Mort, York, Gyinster, March |, Humble, 
Quinn, Lypool 


i, Mary, lye, Wihew, AyrilZ, 
Dovinson ke Watson, 


Graken 6, Them, Hhanwiz, Camberiand, March I. 
Con sans 


Sherratt v 


| Boftomley, John Hy, Cleckheaton, York, Manufacturer. 


| Hardy, Jeffery, Plymouth, Devon, Wine Merchant, 


' 
| 
| 


Carlisle, Feb 15 at I 
Wraith, Chas Albert, Brompton, Kent, Cellarman. Pet Jan 29. At- 
worth. Rochester, Feb 15 at 2 
Tusspay, Feb. 6, 1872, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Jewell, Thos, Leadenhall-st, Architect. Pet Feb 2. 
Feb 22 at 12 


Spring-Rice. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Pet Feb |, 
Robinson. Bradford, Feb 16 at 9 

Chalmers, John Templeton, Penzance, Sm Travelling Draper. 
Pet Jan 31. Chilcott. Truro, Feb 17 at 

Cotton, Thos, Rakeway Top, Stafford, ona Keeper, Pet Feb 3. 
Keary. Stoke-upon-T'rent, Fob 17 at 11 

Cottam, Mary, & Agnes Cottam, Manch, Confectioners. Pet Feb |. 
Kay. Manch, Feb 29 at lo 

Pet Feb % 
Pet Feb 1, Kay. 


Pearce. East Stonehouse, Feb 28 at 11 

Shatwell, Geo, Blakeley, Lancashire, Cowkeeper. 
Manch, Feb 29 at 9.30 

Willington, John, meet, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet Feb 1, Hyde 
Stockport, Feb 23 at | 

Willis, Thos Fisher, nen: Gloucester, Butcher. Pet Feb 1. Gale. 
Cheltenham, Feb 20 at 1 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Faivay, Feb, 2, 1872, 
Page, Robt Hy, Bath, Coach Proprietor, Jan 30 
Tuvspay, Feb, 6, 1872, 
Grimes, John, Shanklin, l of W, Lieut-Col. Jan 31 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faipay, Feb. 2 ,1872, 
Atkin, Saml, Alford, Lincoln, Watchmaker, Fob 15 at 1, at offices # 
Dyer, Church-yd, ‘Boston, ‘Mason 
Badger, Miles, Lpool, Baker. Keb 15 at 3, at offices of Toobay & Lyne 


Sweeting-at, Lyvol 

Barker, Jas, Keigate, Burroy, Tailor, Web 15 aot 12, at ottice @ 
Morr isons, Cannoti-nt 

Boyle Wm Chas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Whartinger. Fob 26-at 





orthfield Mouse, North-pl, Cheltenham, J’ottor 
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Feb 14 at 2, at 


of Latham & Bygott, Market-st, Crewe 
Brace, Geo, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Auctioneer. Feb 13 at 10.5, 
11, at office of Collin, High-st, Maryport 
Calvert, John, Bingley, York, Tailor. 
Feb 
14 at 12, at office of Bilton, Coleman-st 
Cliff, Jas, Little Horton, Bradford, York, Beerseller. Feb 14 at 11, at 
Boulton, Northampton-sq, Clerkenwell 
Cowley, Geo, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Cast Iron Founder. Feb 14 
Feb 12 at 3, at 9, Lincoln’s-inn- fields. Marshall 
Dolphin, Thos, Wellington, Salop, Licensed Victualler. Feb 22 at 3, 
Janson & Co, Barstow-sq, Wakefield 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Forster, Luke Gardner, Wigan, Lancashire, Smaliware Dealer. Feb 17 
Clutton & Haines, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-st 
Gover, Wm Hy, & Eli Rowland, Torre, nr Torquay, Devon, Bakers. 
offices of Taynton & Son, Ashmeade House, Gloucester 
Guttery, David, Kidderminster, Worcester, Tailor. 
Rl Feb 13 at 11, at 
34, Water-st, Rhyl. -Williams 
Feb 13 at 11, at the White 
Hayes, Geo, & Wm Hayes,*Hounslow, Middlesex, Provision Merchants. 
the Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark-upon-Trent. Belk, Notts 


Boulton, John, Maria-st, Thomas-st, Hackney-rd, Needle Maker. Feb 
at the Townhall, Guildhall-sq, Carmarthen. Parry, Pembroke Dock 

Bush, Gee, Derby, General Dealor. Feb 14 at 3, at office of Briggs, 
Hutchinson, Piccadilly-chambers, Piccadilly 

Clapham, Thos, Hornsey; Wine Merchant. Feb 20 at 1, at offices of 
office of Terry & Robinson, Market-st, Bradford 

Couzens, Wm Hy, Stamshaw, Hants, Builder. Feb 15 at 4, at offices of 
at 12, at office of Bell, Lambton-st, Sunderland 

Denton, John Chas, Bedford, Upholsterer. Feb 23 at 11.30, at office of 
at office of Taylor, King-st, Wellington 

Edwards, Mary, & John Richd Edwards, Earsdon, Northumberland, 

Fairclough, Jas, sen, Gateshead, Durham, Bootmaker. Feb 16 at 2, at 
at 11, at office of Lees, King-st, Wigan 

Goodwin, John Wm, Aberystwith-ter, Islington, Oilman Feb 19 at 2, 
Feb 15 at 1), at office of Hooper, Bedford-circus, Exeter 

Griffiths, John, Wogaston, Pembroke, Sawyer. Feb 14 at 10.5, at office 
offices of Corbet, Church-st, Kidderminster 

Harris, Mary, Thatcham, Berks, Baker. 
Feb 16 at 2, at office of Piesse & Son, Old Jewry-chambers 

Hollingdale, Joseph, Kingston, Draper. 


Birch, Chas, Bradley Green, Stafford, Shoemaker, Feb 17 at3, at office 
9 at 2, at 12, Hatton-gdn. Marshall 
Briggs, Sam! Sandys, Maryport, Cumberland, Comm Agent. Feb 15 at 
Full-st, Derby 
Feb 14 at 2, at office of 
Church, Fras Albert, Thos Summers, & Wm Davis, Old Change. 
Learoyd & Learoyd, South-st, Finsbury 
Coombe, Sam, Harvest-rd, Holloway, Builder. Feb 16 at 1, at office of 
King, Union-st, Portsea 
Cracknell, Joseph, Little Gray’s-inn-lane, Gray’s-inn-rd, Hair Dresser. 
Ley, Carey-st, Lincoln’s-inn. Mitchell 
Dyson, Wm, Wakefield, York, Painter. Feb 15 at 11, at offices of 
Provision Merchants. Feb 19 at 12, at office of Watson, Pilgrim-st, 
offices of Joel, Market-st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Fulford, Fredk, Clifden-rd, Clapton-pk, Builder. Feb 22 at 2, at office of 
at offices of Birchall, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery-lane 
Green, Jas, New Swindon, Wilts, Timber Merchant. Feb 12 at 12, at 
of Parry, Upper Meyrick-st, Pembroke Docks 
Hombieton, Chas Robt. Rhyl, Flint, Hotel Keeper. 
Hart Inn, Newbury. Cave, Newbury 
Henderson, Jas, Newark-upon-Trent, Notts, Builder. Feb 15 at 1, at 
Rastrick, Queen’s-rd, Kingston-upon-Thames 


Imberton, Jacques Philippe, Cannon-st Hotel, Cannon-st, Comm Mer- 


chant. Feb 16 at 3, at effice of Holmes, Eastcheap 

Inskipp, Geo, Hastings, Sussex, Draper. Feb 15 at 2.30, at the County 
Court Office, Bank-bidgs, Hastings. Langham, Hastings 

Irvine, Chas Stuart, Bradford, York, Corn Factor. Feb 21 at 3, at office 
of Browing, Queensgate, Bradford 

Jackson, Jas, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottts, Pawnbroker. Feb 15 at 11, 
at the Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark-upon-Trent. Belk, Notts 

Kirkham, Thos Bennett, Whittlesey, Cambridge, Wine Merchant. 
14 at 1, at office of Allen, Brunswick-sq 

Lancashire, John, Manch, Drysalter. 
Hotel, Spring-gdns, Manch. Storer 

Large, Thos, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, Watchmaker. 
at offices of Marris & Son, Friar-lane, Leicester 

Martindale, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Beerhouse Keeper. 
13 at 3, at offce of Hudson, Mechanics’ Institute, Stockton-on-Tees 

Mayo, Mary, & Hy Mayo, Manch, Watchmakers., Feb 2i at Il, at 
offices of Boote & Edgur, George-st, Manch 

McLean, Andrew, Anderson-st, Chelsea, Hotel Keeper. 
offices of Fallows & Whitehead, Lancaster-pl, Strand 

Mellor, Hy, Leeds, Linen Manufacturer, Feb 15 at 2, at office of 
Simpson. Albion-st, Leeds 

Mensley, Geo Albert, Minories, Licensed Victualler. 
offices of Sydney & Co, Basinghall-st. Lumley 

Moore, Walter Hy, Coventry, Wine Merchant. Feb 14 at 1, at offices of 
Minster & Son, Trinity Churchyard, Coventry 

, Moses, Hy, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coach Builder, Feb 12 at 12, at 11, 

Parliament-st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Middlemiss 

Murphy, Nicho'as Bowman, Carlisle, Hairdresser, Feb 19 at 11, at office 
of Donald, Castle-st, Carlisle 

Oswald, Thos, & Wm Marley, Pelton Fell, Durham, Grocers, Fed 16 
atll, at office of Salkeld, Sadlor-st, Durham 

Packer, Osmond, Ashford, Kent, Draper, Fob 16 at 1, at the Royal Oak 
Hotel, Ashford, De Lasaux 

Peakman, John, Lpool, Metal Merchant. 
Laurence & Dixon, Harrington st, Lpool 

Porkins, Chas, Barton-upon-Humber, Lincoln, Grover, Fob 16 at li, at 
offices of Mason, Whitecross-st,, Barton-upon-Humber 

Philliss, Thos, Swansea, Glamorgan, Grocer, Feb 9 at 3, at office of 
Davies & Hartland, Rutland-st, Swansea 

Plummer, Ann, Enston-rd, Private Hotel Keeper, Feb 8 at 3, at offices 
of Godfrey, Basinghall-st 

Redmayne Jonn, Lpool, Chemist, 
Heaton, Dale-st, Lpoo 

BSehotteld, John, Smalibrook-in-Shaw, nr Oldham, Lancaahive, Green- 
grocer. Feb 15 at 3, at offices of Addleshaw, King-st, Manoh 


Feb 


Feb 22 at 12, 
Feb 


Feb 20 at 1, at 


Feb 12 at 12, at 


Fob 19 at 3, at offices of 


Feb 14 at 9, ab offloos of Thornley & 


Feb 15 at 12, at offices of | 





| Collins, Chas, Gt Portland st, Optician. 


Feb 16 at 3, at the Clarence | 





Selfe, John, Harrow Farm, Christchurch, Hants, Yeoman. Fi 
1.30, at office of Druitt, High-st, Christchurch : estas: 
Selfe, Robt Joseph, Ringwood, Hants, Butcher. Feb 17 at 12, at the 
Crown Inn, Ringwood. Johns, Ringwood 


Severn, Amos, Sneinton, Notts, Waste Puller. Feb 12 at 12, at office of 
nae — 
aw as, Wakefield, York, Bootmaker. Feb 15 at 2, at offices 
glitrison uy? — Chancery-lane, Wakefield ‘ - 
m tts, Princes-st, Hanover- Doctor. Feb 10 
office of Lind, New-inn, Strand sy pines 
*, h RQ, h Se, 


g 





p ,» Wm, p ph New Radford, Notts, Pa 

Stainers. Feb 16 at 12, at office of ashwell, ‘alicoenecene Norts. 

Thomas, Wm, Stantford-st, Blackfriars, Builder. Feb 16 at 2, at office 
of Eyre, John-st, Bedford-row 

Thomson, John, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Travelling Draper. 
16 at 10.5, at the Townhall, Guildhall-sq, Carmarthen. 
broke Dock 

Tucker, Richd, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Draper. Feb 15at 12, at offices 
of Honey & Humphrey, King st, Cheapside. Hooper, Mewport 

Tucker, Wm Sam], Landport, Hants, Innkeeper. Feb 17 at 3, at offices 
of King, Union st, Portsea 

Turner, Edwd, Brighton, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. 
at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham st. 

Vickers, Archibald, Bristol, Wine Merchant. 
Abbot & Leonard, Albion chambers, Bristol 

Walker, Robt, Kingston-upon-Hull, Licensed Victualler. 
at offices of Stead & Sibree, Bishop-lane 

Ward, Richd, Teignmouth, Devon, Shipowner. Feb 12at 12, at the 
Globe Hotel, Cathedral yd, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 

Ware, Jas, Percival st, Clerkenwell, Carman. Feb 21 at 3, at offices of 
Perrin, King st, Cheapside 

Way, Hy Geo, Landport, Hants, Tea Dealer. 
Cheapside, London. King, Portsea 

Webb, Geo, Old Kent rd, Builder. Feb 19 at 3, at 3, South pl, Fins- 
bury. Spiller 

Wilcocks, Jas Carrall, jun, Litticham, Devon, Gent, 
offices of Trelane, jun, Bedtord circus, Exeter 

Wright, John, Willenhall, Stafford, Beerselier. 
of Barrow, Queen st, Wolver hampton 


Feb 
Parry, Pem- 


Feb 21 at 12, 
Lamb, Brighton 
Feb 20 at 12, at offices of 


Feb 14 at 12, 


Feb 14 a: i1, at 145, 


Feb 13 at 11, at 


Feb 17 at 12, at offices 


Tuerspay, Feb, 6, 1872. 

Aitken, Jas, Peterborough, Northampton, Potato Merchant. Feb 20 at 
12, at offices of Cheston, Gt Winchester st bidgs. Smedley, 
Peterborough 

Ashton, Thos, Manch, Bootmaker. Feb 20 at 3, at offices of Rideal, 
Ridgefield, Manch 

Astbury, Joseph Barker, Smethwick, Stattord, Engineer. Feb 20 at 11, 
at offices of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Bartlett, Cornelius, Birm, Clothier. Feb 19 at 12, at offices of Cottrell , 
Newhall st, Birm 

Bates, Geo Sam], Park lane, Tottenham, Licensed Victualler. Feb 26at 
3, at office of Brighten, Bishopsgate st Without 

Bayley, Geo & Thos Roberts, Walsall, Stafford, Licensed Victuallers. 
Feb 20 at Il, at offices of Adams, Gooda!l st, Walsall 

Blenkinson, Eliz, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business. Feb 14 at 1, at 
oftices of Hoyle & Co., Moseley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Brown, John Walker, Lupus st, South Belgravia, Picture Dealer. 
19 at 12, at offices of Stronghill, Carter lane, Doctors’-commens 

Cardinall, Chas Jas, Ipswich, Suffolk, Auctioneer. Feb 19 at 10, at the 
Railway Hotel, Ipswich. Jones, Colchester 

Carrver, Joseph, Leicester, Hatter. Feb 19 at 1, at the Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. Owston, Leicester 

Cheetham, Chas, Plumstead, Kent, Major. Feb 17 at 1), at 38, Green’s 
end, Woolwich. Hughes, Upper Thames st 

Clarke, Chas, Loughborough, Leicester, Haberdasher. Feb 20 at 12, at 
offices of Deane, Market pl, Loughborough 

Coggins, Hy, Burton-on-Trent, Stafford, Boarding-house Keeper. Feb 
21 at 2, at the Midland Hotel, Burton-on-Trent. Tomlinson, Barten- 
on Trent 


Feb 


Feb 19 at 12, at the offices of 
Feb 14 at 3, at office of Parry, 


Harrisons, Walbrook 

Crawiey, Fredk Geo, Birm, Butcher. 
Bennett's hill, Birm 

Dalziel, Hugh, Edgbaston, W«rwick, Comm Agent. 
offices of Griftin, Bennett's hill, Birm 

Daniel, Wm, Oulton, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
offices of Hodgkinson, Stone 

Deakin, John Kenworthy, Oyer, Chester, Salt Manufacturer. Fed 19 at 
1, at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Dixon, Northwich 

Dixon, Frederic, Northfleet, Kent, eut of business, Fed MM at 10.58, at 
oftices of Meear, Gt James st, Bedford row. Robderts, King Willam st 

Dyer, Thomas Joseph, Birm, Hardware Merchant. Fed 22at li, at 
offices of Powell, Clarendon chambers, Temple st, Birm 

Eshelby, Jonas, Bradford, York, Grocer, Fed 2 at 4, at o@ices of 
Berry, Charles st, Bradford 

Filbey, John Thos, Over, Gloucester, Carriage Builder. Fed 19 at 12, 
at offices of Jacques, Clarence st, Gloucester 

Goldsworthy, Robt, Stanhope st, Hampstead mi, Clerk, Fed 16 at S$, at 
offices of Seale, Lincoln's inn fields 

Green, Wm, & Wm Green, jun, Birm, Timber Merehants. Fed 16 at 12, 
at offices of Griffin, Bennett's hill, Birm 

Greenbury, Isaac, Harrogate, York, Pictare Dealer, Fed Bat ll, at 
offices of Bateson, Aldert st, Harrogate 

Grierson, Jas Brown, Cantiowes rm’, Camden sq, no cooupation, Fed 29 
at 12, at offices of ‘Taylor & Co, Gt James st, Bediond row 

Griffiths, John, Kington, Hereford, Qoachbailder, Fed 19 at 3, at the 
Talbot Inn, Kington. Cheese 

Gwillam, Thos Geo, Bristol, Cabinetmaker., Fed 16 at 12, at offices of 
Symes, Clare st, Bristol, Benson & BEiletsen, Kristel 

Harting, Gee, Sun st, Finsbary, Draper, Ped 19 atl, at office af 
Banos, Basinghall st, Jenkinson & Co, Cordvet ct, Gracecharck 

Harmer, Hy, jun, Hadlow, Rent, Tankeeper, Fed 22 at Q at the Rail- 
way Hell Ton, Tondridge Wells, Sheppard, Rattle 

Harper, Jas Hy, Commeroial-pl, Lewisham ri, Fraiterer, Ped iat 2, 
at offices of Ditton, Irommonger lane 

Haughton, Peter Thos, Pendleton, Lancashire, outef Dunes, Fea 
at3, at office of Buithorne, Rracenose st, Manch 


Fed 13 at Il, at 


Fed I7aé ll, at 
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Heymann, Moritz, Hildrop rd, Camden tn, Warehouzeman, Feb 19 at 
2, at offices of Dubois, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. Murray, Gt 
St. Helen’s 

Howe, John Abraham, Ecclesall, Sheffield, Engineer. Feb 21 at 12, at 
offices of Patteson, Bank st, Sheffield 

Humphreys, Jas, Norton St Philip, Somerset, Brewer. Feb 15 at 1, at 
offices of Press & Inskip, Small st, Bristol 

Hunt, Edwd, High st, North End, Finchley, Hairdresser. Feb 17 at 11, 
at offices of Harris, The White House, Hadley, Barnet 

Joy, Thos Geo, New Barnet, Herts, Coachbuilder. Feb 15 at 12, at 
offices of Earle. Bedford row 

Keeble, Joseph, Walham House, Walham green, Laundryman. Feb 26 
at 2, at offices of Isaacs, Strand é 

Kersey, Geo, Kelsale, Suffolk, Brickmaker. Feb 19 at 1, at office of 
Moulton, New st, Woodbridge. Brooke 

Kirkham, Sam] Joseph & Thos Podmore, Lpool, Grocers. Feb 19 at 3, 
at office of Quinn, 2, South John st, Lpool 

Leavesley, Joseph, Radford, Nottingham, Baker. Feb 23 at 12, at office 
of Cranch & Rowe, 3, Low-pavement, Nottingham 

Lee, Robert, Bradford, York, Shopkeeper. Feb 15 at 12, at offices of 
Rhodes, 7, Duke st, Bradford 

Lewis, Wm, Dinas, Glamorgan, Provision Merchant. Feb 16 at 1, at 
the New Inn Hotel, Pontypridd. Thomas, Pontypridd 

Lindsay, Robt Grant, Inverness pl, Bayswater. Feb2lat 2, at office 
of Lomax, 37, Old Bond st 

Love, Fredk, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Cloth Merchant. Feb 20 at 
11, at office of Sykes, 37, New st, Huddersfield 

Lucas, John, Old Weston, Huntingdon, Tailor, Feb 15 at 2, atthe 
George Hotel, Huntingdon. Stimson, Bedford 

Luker, Hy, Chepstow, Monmouth, Fish Merchant. Feb 22 at 12, at the 
George Hotel, Chepstow. Morgan, Newport 

Machen, Chas Wm, Sheffield, Merchant, Feb 14 at 2, at offices of 
Tasker, 15, North Church st, Sheffield 

McCraith, John, Neath, Glamorgan, Travelling Draper. Feb 16 at 11, 
at office of Cuthbertson, Water st, Neath 

Michie, Alex, Birm, Draper. Feb 13 at 1, at offices of Griffin, Bennett’s 
hill, Birm 

Morris, David, Brecon, out of business. Feb 16 at 1, at offices of Lloyd, 
Bank chambers, Newport 

Morris, Wm, Maindee, Monmouth, Carrier. Feb 16 at 12, at offices of 
Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 

Moses, Meyer, Houndsditch, Fancy Warehouseman. Feb 12 at 2, at 
offices of Ladbury & Co, Cheapside. Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn 

Newton, Joseph, & Alfd Newton, Mark lane, Seed Merchants. Feb 22 at 
12, at offices of Morley & Shirreff, Mark lane 

Oath waith, Wm, Middlesborough, York, Linen Draper, Feb 22 at 2, 
at the Bear Hotel, Manch. Granger, Leeds 

Pace, Thos, Gt Gomersal, York, Beerseller. Feb 15 at 10, at office of 
Rhodes, Dukest, Bradford 

Parker, Jesse, Birm, out of employment. Feb 28 at 3, at offices of 
Coleman & Coleman, Cannon st, Birm 

Peaty, Fras Chas, Aldersgate st, Manufacturer. Feb 21 at 3, at offices 
of Smith, Bedford row 

Petty. Joseph, Worsborough Daie, York, Butcher. Feb 17 at 3, at the 
Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsisy, Freeman, Huddersfield 

Pickworth, Joseph Wm, Eagle, Lincoln, Machine Owner. Feb 24 at 
11, at offices of Toynbee & Larken, Lincoln 

Powell, Geo, Sheffield, Builder. Feb 15 at 4, at offices of Clegg, Bank 
st, Sheffield 

Ratlidge, John, Northampton, Builder, Feb 15 at 3, at office of Becke, 
Market sq, Northampton 

Rees, Thos Major, Dinas Powis, Glamorgan, Clerk in Holy Orders, 
Feb 19 at 11, at offices of Morgan, High st, Cardiff 

Richards, John, Liandilo, Carmarthen, Spirit Merchant. Feb 23 at 2, 
at the Townhall, Carmarthen. Lewis, Liandilo 

Richards, Wm, Coldharbour lane, Brixton, Bootmaker. Feb 13 at 3, 
at offices of Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Richardson, Frank, & Ernest Jacomb, Birm, Engineers. Feb 14 at 11, 
at offices of Marris, Waterloo st, Birm Griffin, Birm 

Robinson, John Hy, Gt Guildford st, Southwark, Zinc Worker. Feb 14 
at 1, at office of Teanby, Walbrook 

Sansbury, Wm Jackson, Emsleigh, Upton-on-Severn, Worcester, 
Schoolmaster. Feb 26 at 12, at the Imperial Hotel, Gt Malvern. 
Chesshyre, Cheltenham 

Scott, Wm, Cross lane, Newton st, Holborn, Licensed Victualler. Feb 
16 ati, at the Dyers’ Hall, Dowgate hill. Batt 

Shillito, Michael, Stanley st. Pimlico, Wine Comm Agent. Feb 14 at 3, 
at office of Chidley, Old Jewry 

Sides, Thos, Birm, Fishmonger, Feb 23 of 3, at offices of Rowlands, 
Ann st, Birm 

Snelling, Francis, jun, and John Snelling, Houndsditch, Fancy Ware- 
houseman. Feb 28 at 12, at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ 
avenue, Basinghall st. Taylor & Jaquet, South st, Finsbury sq 

Spooner, Wm, Bury St Edmunds, Suffolk, Tailor. Feb 22 at 2, at the 
Angel Hotel, Bury St Edmunds. Salmon & Son 

Starforth, John, Consett, Durham, Grocer. Feb 20 at 3, at offices of 
Hoyle & Co, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Starke, Ezekiel, Broadstairs, Kent, Builder. Feb 16 at 12, at offices of 
Sankey & Co, Cecil sq, Margate 

Strutt, Hy, Tavistock crescent, Westhourne pk, Writer. Feb 21 at 2, at 
office of Saunders, Bennet’s hiil, Doctors’ commons 

Thorpe, Geo, Mare st, Hackney, General Draper. Feb 22 at 2, at 28, 
King st, Cheapside. Buckler, Fenchurch st 

Topman, Geo, Birm, Tuilor. Feb 14 at 10, at offices of East, Col- 
more row, birm 

Turner, Wm, & Alfd Fellows, Churchbridge, nr Oldbury, Worces- 
ter, Coalmasters. Feb 19 at 11, at offices of Sahkespeare, Church 
st, Oldham 

Uren, John, Penryn, Cornwall, Market Gardener. Feb 17 at 2, at 
offices of Jenkins, Post office bldgs, Falmouth 

Warren, Hy Wm, Salisbury, Wilts, Seedsman. Feb 23 at 3, at the 
Market House, Salisbury. Hodding 

Waterson, Wm, Darlington, Bootmaker. Feb 15 atll, at offices of 
Steavenson, Chancery lane, Darlington 

Whatmore, Fredk John, Worcester, Grocer. Feb 15 at 11, at office of 
Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

White, John, Spard, Bermondsey, Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 17 at 2, at 
2, Tanfield ct, Temple. Randall, King’s Bench walk 





Winslow, Elizabeth, Westbury, Wilts, Farmer. Feb 19 at 1, at the 
White Lion Hotel, Westbary. Shrapnells, Bradford 

Wood, John, Hulme, March, Grocer. Feb 21 at 3, at offices of Adile. 
shaw, King st, Manch 

Wood, Wm, Joseph Wood, & Wm Smith, Longton, Stafford, Many. 
facturers of China. Feb 20 at 11, at the Union Hotel, Longton, 
Hawley, Longton 

Woollard, Chas Willsdon, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Coach Builder. Feb 99 
~- 12, at offices of Grange & Wintringham, West st, Mary’s gate, Gt 

rimsby 

Worden, Wm, Preston, Lancashire, Cabinet Maker. Feb 16 atl at 
offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston , 

Wrigley, Lees, Oldham, Lancashire, Painter, Feb 19 at 3, at the Mitre 
Hotel, Manch. Clark, Oldham 

Wyatt, Wm, Gt Chapel st, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler. Feb 17 at] 
at offices of Blachford & Riches, Gt Swan alley, Moorgate st i 
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EDE & SON, 
kok «=MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
TO HER MAJESTY, THE LORD CHANCELLOR, THE JUDGES, CLERGY, Eff, 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notice 











The BOOKS AND FORMS kept in stock for immediate use 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printed 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER. 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, Com- 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


ASH & FLINT, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, Fleets 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn), 





In Lunacy ; re Chas. Gilbert Dixon.—Reversionary Interest to Mon‘? 


in the Funds. 
ESSRS. SCOBELL & JENKINSON will SELL 
at the MART, on THURSDAY, FEB, 29, at ONE punctually, 
ONE-SIXTH SHARE ofthe above Chas. Gilbert Dixon of and in a SUM 
of £3,889 New £3 per cent. Annuities standing in the name of the 
Accountant-General of the Court of Chancery, subject to the life 
interest of a lady now aged 51. 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. ROUTH & STACEY, solicitors, 14, Southampton-street, 
Bloomsbury ; 
at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 38, Walbrook, E.C. 





Acton and Chiswick, Middlesex, and Barnes, Surrey.—Freehold 
Properties. 
Me; W. H. COLLIER is instructed to OFFER by 
AUCTION, at the ROEBUCK INN, Turnham-green, on TUES- 

DAY, FEB. 13, at SIX for SEVEN in the evening, a FREEHOLD 
HOUSE, with large workshop, situate in Grove-place, Grove-road; 4 
brick-built and slated carcase of a six-roomed house, situate in Shakes- 
peare-road, Acton; a six-roomed house, and four lots of land, situate 
in Paxton-road, Chiswick, adjoining the Duke of Devonshire’s Pro- 
perty. Also asix-roomed house in Railway-street, Barnes, The pur- 
chase-money may be paid by a deposit of 10 per cent., and the balance 
can remain on mortgage at 5 per cent., to be paid in twelve years by 
equal quarterly instalments; but the whole or any part of the balance 
may be paid off at any time without notice. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained ten days before 
the sale at the principal inns in the neighbourhood; of 
Pa RUSSELL, DAVIES & RUSSELL, solicitors, 59, Coleman- 
street ; 
of the Auctioneer, 14, Moorgate-street, E.C.; and at the place of sale. 


— 





Merton, Surrey.—Eligible Freehold Property. 
R. W. H. COLLIER is instructed to OFFER 
by AUCTION, at the WHITE HART, Merton, on MONDAY, 
FEB, 26, at SIX for SEVEN in the evening, TWO FREEHOLD sit- 
roomed VILLAS, known as Croydon Villas, Norman-road ; Two six- 
roomed houses, known as Temperance-cottages, Hubert-road; Six 
Cottages, two Houses with laundries, and a Lot of Land, with a portion 
of a carcase of a House, situate in De Burgh-road, leading from the 
High-street on the Merton Abbey Estate, and within fifteen minutes 
walk of the Wimbledon Station on the London & South-Western Rail- 
way. Nine-tenths of the purchase-money can remain on mor at 
5 per cent, interest, to be paid by equal quarterly instalments 0} 6d. 
in the pound, or one-fortieth part of the price, which will pay off 
principal and interest in about thirteen years; but the whole or any 
part of the balance may be paid off at any time without notice. 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained, ten days before 
the sale, at the principal inns in the neighbourhood; of 
. “4 13 RUSSELL, DAVIES & RUSSELL, 59, Coleman-street, Lo: 
ion, E.C., 
and of the Auctioneer, 14, Moorgate-street, London, E.C.; and at the 
place of sale, 
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